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ABSTRACT 

The Arizona Office of the Auditor General conducted a 
study of Arizona school district administrative costs, regional 
services, and telecommunications. In the area of administrative 
costs, the study found that larger, unified districts were more cost 
effective in terms of district administrative costs per student and 
students per administrator. School-level administrative costs and the 
number of students per school administrator did not vary 
significantly among different size districts. A review of school 
superintendents found that, most of the duties they perform are 
required by the state. Records maintenance and warrant processing 
account for up to 61 percent of total superintendent staff time. 
Additional services provided by superintendents vary widely among 
counties. Maricopa, Pima, Pinal, and Yavapai County school 
superintendents offer unique services. A comparison of education 
service agencies (ESA) in states of similar size shows they offer 
substantially more services to districts. It was found that ESAs are 
cost-effective ways of providing services to school districts. 
Lastly, in telecommunications, Arizona has not yet joined the 
national trend toward statewide educational telecommunications 
networks. Appendices A-G include survey scope and methodology, term 
definitions, state school district information, administrative 
organizational structures, and ESA structures and services. (Contains 
76 references.) (JPT) 
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Transmitted herewith is a report of the Auditor General, "A Study of 
School District Administrative Costs, Regional Services, and 
Telecommunications. 11 The study was conducted in response to a request 
from the Joint Legislative Committee to Study Consolidation of School 
Districts and with the approval of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
by resolution of November 5, 1991. 

We appointed an advisory review committee, consisting of persons in the 
professional community interested in this study, that made 
recommendations concerning our planned research methodology and reviewed 
a draft of the report. 
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SUMMARY 



The Office of the Auditor General has conducted a study of school district 
administrative costs, regional services ind telecommunications. The study 
was conducted in response to a request from the Joint Legislative Committee 
to Study Consolidation of School Districts and with the approval by 
resolution of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee of November 5, 1991. 

Certain areas discussed below may require additional study because factors 
affecting their implementation were not within the scope of this study. As 
a result, several additional areas should be studied in depth to better 
assess the need to restructure the public education system in Arizona and 
determine appropriate actions. 

SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

Lar ger Unified Districts Are Ho re Cost Effective In Terns Of District 
Administrative Costs Per Student And Students Per District Administrator 
(See pages 9 through 21) 

Administrative costs were compared at the district level and the school 
level. The number of district and school administrators and their staffs 
were also compared. Arizona school districts were categorized by average 
daily attendance (i.e., super large, large, medium, small, and small 
isolated), type (i.e., unified, elementary, and high school), and location 
(i.e., urban and rural) to determine which district categories spent the 
least on administration per student and had the most students per 
administrator (i.e., were the most cost effective). 

• Larger unified districts are more cost effective in terms of district 
administrative costs per student and number of students served per 
district administrator. Small isolated districts have the most 
district administrative costs per student. 

Two other significant points were found in this area: 

• School level administrative costs and the number of students per school 
administrator did not vary significantly with different size districts, 
except that small isolated districts had fewer students per school 
administrator. 



• When union high school districts and their elementary districts were 
compared to unified districts of similar average daily attendance, 
unified districts had the most students per district administrator and 
support staff. 

Administrative Costs Per Student And Stu dents Per Administrator Do Not 
Differ Significantly Compared To Other States (See pages 23 through 29) 

No significant difference between the percentage of total operating 
expenditures for administration in Arizona school districts and those of 
the sample states was found. District and school administrative 
expenditures in our sample of Arizona districts were about 12 percent of 
total operating expenditures. Administrative expenditures at the district 
level were about 5 percent, and at the school level about 7 percent of 
total operating expenditures. These percentages were about the same as the 
sample states. 

The administrative costs of Arizona's school districts were compared to 
those of a sample of states with population growth rates similar to 
Arizona. Based on our sample of districts, Arizona spent an average of 
$183 per student on district administration, while the sample state* spent 
an average of $190. The number of district- and school-level 
administrators in Arizona was then compared to those of the sample states 
and nationally. Arizona's average number of students per district 
administrator was 532; the national average was 526. Arizona had a ratio 
of 381 students per school administrator, which was higher than the sample 
states' ratio of 307 and the national ratio of 292. 

District Administrative Expenditu res Increased At About The Swf Rfttr M 
Expenditures For Instru ction Over The Past Decade (See page 34) 

From fiscal year 1981-82 through 1989-90, expenditures for both instruction 
and district administration increased 125 percent in Arizona. However, 
this rate of increase was almost four times greater than the increase in 
the Consumer Price Index during the same time period. Two primary reasons 
for such a substantial increase in administrative and instructional costs 
are increases in the number of students and increases in salaries. Another 
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studies regarding telecommunications in Arizona. Entities such as AETC 
have actively promoted the use of telecommunications throughout the State. 
We believe these efforts should be increased and that ESAs would help 
facilitate this process. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 



The Office of the Auditor General has conducted a special study of school 
district administrative costs, regional services and telecommunications in 
Arizona and across the nation. The study was requested by the Joint 
Legislative Committee to Study Consol idation of School Districts and 
approved by resolution of the Joint Legislative Budget Coamittee of 
November 5, 1991. 

GENERAL SCOPE AND 1ETHOOOLOGY 

The study comprised two diverse areas. The first area consisted of 
collecting and analyzing data on the number of school district 
administrators and administrative costs. The second area consisted of 
collecting and analyzing information about regional services and 
telecommunications technology provided to school districts in Arizona and 
across the nation, % as well as the functions of Arizona county school 
superintendents. 

The Joint Legislative Committee to Study Consolidation of School Districts 
set out seven tasks for our review: 

1. Determine the actual number of administrators, including support staff, 
per district categorized by district- and school-level administrators 
and the resulting per student ratios for all Arizona districts. 

2. Using the data collected above, determine variations among super large, 
large, medium, small, and small isolated districts; among unified, 
e I ementary , and hi gh schoo I districts; and between rura I and urban 
districts. Also determine "typical 11 organizational patterns and the 
reasons for variations from these patterns. 

3. Through on-site interviews with and analysis of 30 sample districts 
that represented "typical" patterns, determine these districts 1 actual 
administrative costs and how well their current administrative 
organizational structures represented cost-effective patterns. 

12 



4. Compare Arizona's administrative ratios and costs with those of other 
states. 

5. Develop recommendations on how Arizona's current recordkeeping system 
could be modified to provide better, more comparable data on school 
district administrative costs in the future. 

6. Review the functions of the county school superintendents* offices in 
relation to the services they provide for tha educational system (e.g., 
account i ng , sma 1 1 schoo I se rv i ces , spec i a i educat i on se rv i ces ) , and 
recommend how these functions could be modified to provide more 
cost-effective services. 

7. Review whether regional services and technology in relation to school 
district management and personnel training functions have resulted in 
more ccst-ef feet ive educational systems across the nation and in 
Arizona, and recommend a structure for these within Arizona. 

A section of other topics we believe should be studied in greater detail is 
included in the Areas For Further Study section of this report (see page 
73). 

School District Administrative Costs 

The area of the study that dealt with school district administrative costs 
consisted of data collection and analysis phases. The first and most 
essential step was to define the terms to be used. 

A database was established from the information collected from the Arizona 
Department of Education on each district. Data was collected from fiscal 
year 1989-90, the most recent year information could be compared 
nationally. All districts were divided into categories cased on student 
population (i.e., super large, large, medium, small, or small isolated), 
type (i.e., unified, elementary, or high school), and location (i.e., urban 
or rural). The ratio of pupils to administrators was then calculated for 
each district. Thirty sample districts were selected based on the average 



number of students per admi n i st rator i n each category . Through on-s i te 
visits, we collected administrative cost data and other information from 
each of the 30 districts or their county school superintendents. Data 
collected about the number of administrators and administrative costs was 
then analyzed and variations were determined among the various categories 
of districts. 

Information was also collected about the number of administrators 
national ly and administrative costs in other states with a population 
growth pattern similar to Arizona. This data was then analyzed and 
compared with Arizona data. 

Problems with the data collection of administrative costs from the sample 
districts were also analyzed and recommendations to improve the State's 
school district recordkeeping system were developed. 

Regional Services a nd Telec<Mnmunications 

The second area of the study addressed regional services and 
telecommunications technology in Arizona and across the nation, and the 
functions of Arizona county school superintendents. 

Arizona Revised Statutes and the Uniform Accounting Manual for Arizona 
County School Superintendents were reviewed to obtain information about the 
functions of county school superintendents. 

Information about other regional service providers and telecommunications 
technology in Arizona was obtained from a questionnaire mailed to county 
school superintendents and school districts. Based on their responses to 
the questionnaire, we contacted other regional service providers in Arizona 
to obtain information on the types of services and technology they are 
providing to districts in Arizona. 

A sample of 14 states was selected to obtain information on regional 
services and telecommunications technology across the nation. We contacted 
the state department of education and education service agencies 



in each stata and obtained information about their structure, operation, 
the services they provide to their member school districts, and cost 
sav i ngs . 

Advisory Review Committee 

The Auditor General established an advisory review committee of ten members 
with either expertise in school finance and administration or in the 
operations of county school superintendents 1 offices* The committee 
represented schoo I district gove rn i ng boards , county schoo I 
superintendents, the Arizona Department of Education, taxpayers, and school 
district administrators from districts of various types and sizes, 
including a small isolated rural district. The committee consisted of the 
fol lowing members: 

Dr. Louann Bierlein Assistant Director, Morrison Institute for Public 

Policy, Arizona State University 

Us. Starr Burks Director of Business Services, Murphy Elementary 

School District 

Ms. Sandra Dowling County School Superintendent, Maricopa County 

Mr. Eugene Dudo Assistant Superintendent for Finance, Glendale Union 

High School District 

Dr. Charles Essigs Assistant Superintendent/Business Services, Mesa 

Unified School District 

Dr. Mary Lou Gamon Superintendent, Bonita Elementary School District 

Mr. Kevin McCarthy Executive Director, Arizona Tax Research Association 

Dr. Judy Richardson Administrator for School Finance, Career Ladders, and 

Legislative Services, Arizona Department of Education 

Dr. Paul Street County Schoo! Superintendent, Yavapai County 

Ms. Mari lyn fi I son Board Member, Mesa Unified School District; President, 

Arizona School Board. 4 ) Association 



The advisory review committee was formed to provide input from the 
professional community interested in the study, and comments and 
suggestions on the preliminary draft of our findings and recommendations. 



The Auditor General expresses appreciation to the officials and staffs of 
the school districts, county school superintendents' offices, the Arizona 
Department of Education, the National Center for Education Statistics of 
the U.S. Department of Education, and the advisory review committee and 
others who assisted in this study. 
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CHAPTER 1 

COMPARISONS OF ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS AMONG ARIZONA'S SCHOOL DISTRICTS 



The Auditor General conducted a study of school district administrators and 
administrative costs in Arizona and concluded the following questions were 
relevant. 

• Do smaller districts spend more on administration per student than 
larger districts? What is the most cost effective student population 
for a district? 

• Are administrative costs less in unified districts than in elementary 
or high school districts? 

• Does administrative spending differ between urban and rural districts? 

• Do union high school districts and their feeder elementary districts 
have fewer students per administrator than similar unified districts? 

District administrative costs consist primarily of the costs of operating 
the offices of district superintendents, associate superintendents, and 
business managers; while school administrative costs consist generally of 
the costs of operating principals' offices. U.S. Department of Education 
definitions were used so our data was comparable with national figures. To 
determine the number of administrators and the per student ratios to 
identify sample districts, data ras collected for the 213 Arizona school 
districts that have administrators. (See Map 2 on page 11 for composition 
of school districts in each county.) To determine administrative costs, 
data was collected from 30 sample districts. (See Map 1 on page 10.) In 
our analysis, a distinction was made between district-level and 
school- I eve I administrators and administrative costs. (For more detailed 
information about the scope and methodology of school district 
administrative costs and definitions used, see Appendices A and B.) 

FINDINGS AND ANALYSES 

The number of administrators and administrative costs were analyzed to 
determine variations among the different sizes and types of districts, and 
between urban and rural districts. Administrative organizational patterns 
of school districts were also determined. 
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IMP 1 



LOCATION OF THE 30 SAMPLE DISTRICTS 



1. Mooo USD 
I Tucson USD 

3. FlogttofY USD 

4. Dot VoKoy USD 

5. N09 0I00 USD 

6. Tompo UHSO 

7. T«r<p* ESO 

8. Flaring W1N1 USD 

9. Snow floho USD 

10. Pog« USD 

11. TorJooon UHSO 

12. Colorado ftfvor UHSO 

13. Crano ESO 

14. Croigriton ESO 

15. AtfonrJcJo EST 

16. Bufttottt CHy ESC 

17. Tonquo Vordo USC 

18. Ctobo USO 

19. Ft Thomoo USD 

20. Show Low USO 




21 • Mommo4h*Sori 
Mont* USD 

22. Porta* USO 

23. Sooto Cruz 

VoMoy UHSO 

24. AnUtopo UHSO 

25. MvoraMo ESO 

26. ttfofcy ESO 

27. Nodoburg ESO 
20. Sotomomtto ESO 

29. Mohowk ESO 

30. Owono-WNtnoy ESO 



2. 8. 17 



14, 15, 25, 26 



Ulflttl Districts Have Lower Administrative Costs Par Student 

For our analysis based on average daily attendance, districts were divided 
into five categories according to student population: super large (over 
40,000), large (5,000 to 40,000), medium (under 5,000 but not small), and 
small and small isolated (under 600 in either elementary or high school 
grades). 



ERLC 



In our analysis of the administrative costs of the 30 sample districts, 
district administrative costs per student vary with district size and 
sma Her districts are I ess cos t e f f ec t i ve . Howe ve r , even t hough ou r 
analysis indicated that the average student population of smell isolated, 
districts is larger than small districts, small isolated districts have 
higher administrative costs per student. (See Chart 1 on page 13.) School 
administrative costs do not vary as much with average daily attendance as 
district administrative costs. 

10 13 



CHART 1 



DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS PER STUDENT 
BY DISTRICT SIZE 
FISCAL YEAR 1969-90 



$400 




$179 



SUPER LARGE 




LARGE 




MEDIUM 



SMALL SMALL ISOLATED 



Source: Compiltd from data of tht 30 sample districts 



A.R.S. §15-901 B. 23 defines a small isolated district as any school 
dist ict with less than 600 students in either high school or elementary 
grades, but all schools in the district are located 30 miles or more from 
another school or, if road conditions and terrain make driving slow or 
hazardous, 15 miles or more from another school with the same grades in 
another district. In selecting our 30 sample school districts, we noted 
several districts classified as small isolated districts under this 
definition that are not located in remote areas. For example, both 
Wickenburg and St. Johns Unified School Districts are classified as small 
isolated districts and, therefore, receive additional funding in accordance 
with this statute. However, both districts are located within the city or 
town limits. 



Therefore, the definition of a small isolated school district in A.R.S. 
§15-901.8.23 should be reviewed to ascertain whether this definition should 
be modified and, if so, to determine a new definition. 
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Our analysis also showed that the number of students per district 
administrator and support staff decreases as the size of the district 
decreases from super large to small isolated. (See Chart 2.) 



Economy of scale is the apparent reason larger districts are more 
economical in terms of the number of students per district administrator 
than smaller districts. A minimum number of administrators is necessary to 
manage a d i st r i ct of any s i ze . However , as the s i ze of a district 
increases, so does the number of students per district administrator. 

Chart 3 shows that all size categories of districts have similar ratios of 
students per school administrator, except for small isolated districts, 
which have significantly fewer students per school administrator. 

There is A Direct Correlation Between The Size Of A School District And The 
ilexity Of Its Administrative Organizational Structure 



Our study of the organizational structure of the 30 sample districts showed 
the following general characteristics* 

• In the smallest of school districts, administrators are more likely to 
perform more th»n one function. 

• In medium school districts, district administration wi i I general ly 
include one or more assistant superintendents. 

• Large districts usually have three or more assistant superintendents. 

• Super large districts have a deputy superintendent supervising six or 
more assistant superintendents. 

Appendix E includes sanple organizational structures. 

According to School Finance and Education Policy. Enhancing Educational 
Efficiency, Equal ity and Choice , studies concerning the cost-size 
relationship among di f ferent school districts indicate that 'per-pupi I 
costs are generally higher in small school districts than in average-size 
districts" because larger school districts have "significant economies of 
scale". However, the article also points out that studies indicate very 
large districts have "significant diseconomies of scale" (Guthrie). Some 

ERIC 14 2 3 



CHART 2 



STUDENTS PER DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR AND SUPPORT STAFF 

BY DISTRICT SIZE 
FISCAL YEAR 1989-90 
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SUPER LARGE LARGE MEDIUM SMALL SMALL ISOLATED 

Sourct: Compiled from Arizona Department of Education data for 213 districts 

CHART 3 

STUDENTS PER SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR 
BY DISTRICT SIZE 
FISCAL YEAR 1989-90 
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SUPER LARGE LARGE MEDIUM SMALL SMALL ISOLATED 

Sourct: Compiled from Arizona Department of Education data for 213 districts 
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evidence of diseconomies of scale was found when numbers of students per 
district administrator without consideration of their support staffs were 
analyzed. Large districts had 649 students per district administrator 
while super large districts had only 590 students per district 
administrator. 

Unified Districts Have The Lowest Adaini strati v « Costs Par Student 

Our analysis of districts by type (unified, high school, and elementary) 
found that the number of students per district administrator and support 
staff is the highest for unified districts and the lowest for high school 
districts. 

Our comparison of the administrative costs of the 30 sample districts found 
that unified districts have the lowest district and total administrative 
costs per student. High school districts have significantly higher 
district and school administrative costs per student. As shown in Chart 4, 
the high school districts 1 administrative costs are considerably higher 
than those of unified and elementary districts. 

To understand why high school districts have significantly higher 
administrative costs per student and fewer students per administrator and 
support staff, a small sample of high school districts was surveyed. We 
determined what programs, if any, were unique to high school districts and 
what additional administrative costs were incurred as a result of those 
programs . Based on the survey , both h i gh schoo I and un i f i ed d i st r i cts 
offer similar programs and incur administrative costs usually not found 
in elementary districts, such as vocational education programs; athletic 
programs; pregnant teen programs; and bookstore, student activities, 
newspaper, yearbook, and advanced placement. Many of these programs and 
activities incur additional administrative expenses (i.e., salaries for the 
director, coordinator, or assistant principal). Additional administrative 
expenses are also incurred for attendance, discipline, security, and 
scheduling classes in both high school and unified districts. 
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CHART 4 

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS PER STUDENT 
BY DISTRICT TYPE 
FISCAL YEAR 1969-90 



$700 




UNIFIEO HIGH SCHOOL 

Sourct: Compiltd from data of th« 30 sample districts 



ELEMENTARY 



If these were the only factors involved, it would seem logical that 
elementary districts should have the lowest administrative costs per 
student. However, another factor that must be considered is district 
size. In our sample, unified districts were or the average larger than 
elementary and high school districts. The average size of elementary and 
high school districts was about the same in our sample. 



The organizational charts of the 30 sample school districts were also 
analyzed to determine whether the complexity of the administrative 
organizational structure was affected by the type of district (i.e., 
whether type resulted in certain functions being staffed with separate 
administrators). However, any correlation between the type of district and 
the complexity of the administrative organizational structure was not found. 
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Urban Districts Have Lower Administrative Costs Per Student Than Rural 
Districts Because Urban Districts Generally Have More Students 



Our comparison of urban and rural districts found that urban districts have 
significantly lower district and school administrative costs per student 
than rural districts. Rural districts had district administrative costs 
that were 26 percent higher than urban districts, and school administrative 
costs that were 5.3 percent higher than urban districts. The importance of 
this analysis can be seen when the makeup of the districts in the two 
categories is considered. Urban districts generally have a larger student 
population than rural districts and would therefore be able to take 
advantage of the economies of scale. Urban districts may also benefit from 
a larger, more convenient, and more competitive supply of goods and 
services, allowing them to obtain needed goods and services at lower 
prices. By contrast, rural districts have a predominantly small student 
population and are often isolated; however, they still incur certain 
minimum administrative costs to operate. 

The organizational charts of the 30 sample school districts were also 
analyzed to determine whether the complexity of the administrative 
organizational structure was affected by district location (i.e., whether 
location resulted in certain functions being staffed with separate 
administrators). However, any correlation between the location of the 
sample districts and the complexity of their administrative organizational 
structure was not found. 

Unified Districts Have More Students Per Administrator When Compared To 
Union High School Districts And Their Feed er Elementary Districts 

The ratios of students per district administrator and support staff of 
union high school districts and their feeder elementary districts were 
compared to the average of all unified districts of comparable size. The 
purpose of this comparison was to determine whether the unification of a 
union high school district with i ts feeder elementary districts may 
possibly result in fewer district administrators and support staff. 
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Table 1 shows that in all cases, unified districts of comparable size had 
more students per district administrator and support staff than the union 
high school districts and their feeder elementary districts. Unified 
district ratios were an average of 38 percent higher for all size districts 
than union high school districts and their feeder elementary districts. 
However, decisions to consolidate should not be based solely on this 
analysis because many other factors are involved. 



TABLE 1 






UNIFIED DISTRICTS COMPARED TO UNION HIGH SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS AND THEIR FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 




STUDENTS TIM DISTRICT 
ADMINISTRATOR ANO 
SUPPORT STAFF 


AVERAGE OF ALL SUPER LAME, UNIFIED, !J2SAM DISTRICTS 




290 


PHOENIX UNION HI3H SCHOOL DISTRICT AND 13 FEEDER ELEMENT A KY OlSTRlCTS 




132 


OLEMOALE UNION HIGH SCHOOL OlSTRiCT AND 2 FEEDER ELEMENTARY OlSTRlCTS 




2S3 


AVERAGE Of ALL LARGE, UNIFIED, UR0AN OlSTRlCTS 




307 


TEMPE UNION Hi CM SCHOOL 0ISTRICT AND 2 FEEDER ELEMENTARY OlSTRlCTS 




- !G4 


YUMA UNION HI OH SCHOOL OlSTRiCT AND S FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 




177 


TOLLESON UNION HIOH SCHOOL OlSTRiCT ANu S FEEDER ELEMENTARY OlSTRlCTS 




11f 


AVERAGE OF ALL LAME, UNIFIED, RURAL OlSTRlCTS 




2GA 


CASA GRANDE UNION HIGH SCHOOL OlSTRiCT AND 4 FEEDER ELEMENTARY OlSTRlCTS 




IIS 


AOUA FRIA UNION HIOH SCHOOL OlSTRiCT AND 2 FEEDER ELEMENTARY OlSTRlCTS 




12* 


AVERAGE OF ALL MEDIUM, UNIFIED, RURAL OlSTRlCTS 




174 


•UCKEYE UNION HIGH SCHOOL OlSTRiCT AND 4 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 




1GS 


AVERAGE OF ALL SMALL, UNIFIED, RURAL OlSTRlCTS 9 




124 


AVERAGE OF ALL SMALL, ISOLATED, UNIFIED, RURAL DISTRICTS 1 




1G1 


SANTA CRUZ VALLEY UNION HIGH SCHOOL OUfRlCT AND 3 FEEDER ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS 


9S 


PATAGONIA UNION HIGH SCHOOL OlSTRiCT AND 2 FEEDER ELEMENTARY OlSTRlCTS 




4G 


VALLEY UNION HIGH SCHOOL OlSTRiCT ANO 3 FEEDER ELEMENTARY OlSTRlCTS 




•2 


ANTELOPE UNION HIGH SCHOOL ANO 3 FEEDER ELEMENTARY OlSTRlCTS 




77 


■ICENTENNIAL UNION HIGH SCHOOL OlSTRiCT AND 4 FEEDER ELEMENTARY OlSTRlCTS 




S4 


'Sooll rurol and mmiII isolototf rurol districts woro onotyztd tooothor bK«uii Mail union 
hlfh school districts and tholr foodor olooontory districts oro o Mixture of both coUooriot. 


Sourcoi Coop 1 ltd fro* Arlsono Ooportaont of Education doto for 213 districts. 
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Instructional Coats Per Dollar Of A<hini strati on Do Not Vary Significantly 
■ith District Size 

To determ i ne the re i at i onsh i p between i nst ruct i ona I and adm i n i s t rat i ve 
costs as the size of a district increases, the 30 sample districts were 
categorized by size. The total instructional costs of the districts in 
each size category were added and then this figure was divided by the total 
administrative costs of all districts in the same category. The resulting 
amount represents the number of dol lars spent on instruction for every 
dollar spent on administration. Our analysis indicates there appears to bs 
no clear correlation between district size and instructional costs per 
dollar of administration. 

However, for each administrative dollar spent, the super large and large 
districts in our sample spent a little more for instruction than medium, 
small, and small isolated districts. 

Districts With High Assessed Valuations And High Student Standard Test 
Scores Do Wot Necessarily Have High Administ rative Costs 

Administrative costs were compared to assessed valuation to determine 
whether districts with high assessed valuations had higher administrative 
costs Administrative costs were also examined to determine their effect, 
if an , on the standard test scores of district students. 

The results of our comparisons indicate there appears to be no relation 
between administrative costs and assessed valuation, and administrative 
costs and standard test scores. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMBOATION 

Our review of administrative costs and the number of administrate rs among 
Arizona school districts revealed the following: 

• Larger-size districts are more cost effective in terms of district 
administrative costs oer student and number of students per district 
administrator. Small isolated districts are the least cost effective. 
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• School-level administrative coats per student and the number of 
students per school administrator do not vary significantly with 
different size districts, except that small isolated districts have 
significantly fewer students per school administrator. 

• High school districts have higher total administrative costs per 
Student than unified and elementary districts. Unified districts are 
the most cost effective. 

• Unified districts have more students per district administrator and 
support staff than union high school districts and their feeder 
elementary districts functioning as separate districts. 

A recommendation from our study is that: 

• The statutory definition of a small isolated school district should be 
rev i ewed . 
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CHAPTER 2 

COMPARISONS OF ADMIN ISTRATIVE COSTS OF 
ARIZONA'S SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO OTHER STATES 

In comparing Arizona's administrative staffing and costs to those of other 
states and nationally, the following questions were addressed: 

• What percentage of Arizona's total operating expenditures is spent on 
administration, and how does this percentage compare with other similar 
states? 

• Does Arizona spend more on administration per student than other 
simi lar states? 

• Does Arizona have more administrators per student than other states or 
when compared nationally? 

• Does Arizona have more school districts or more small school districts 
compared to other states with a similar population growth rate? 

Our analysis of numbers of administrators of Arizona's school districts to 
other states included comparisons with the national average. Our analysis 
of administrative costs in Arizona to other states included comparisons 
with eight sample states with a high population growth rate like Arizona. 
See Appendix A for additional information on the scope of these comparisons 
and methodology. 

FINDINGS AND ANALYSES 

ArUQM't District Administrative Costs Per Student Are Lower Than } ^ n \ 
SHIM «MRlinf 

Arizona spent less on district administration per student than most states 
in our sample. However, Utah spent significantly less per student on 
administration than any state selected for comparison. (See Chart 5 page 
24.) 

Also, when the ratio of students to administrators in Arizona was compared 
with those of other states, Arizona had a slightly higher ratio of students 
per district administrator than the national average, but a lower ratio 



ERIC 



31 

23 



than the sample states. However, Arizona's ratio of students per school 
administrator was higher than the national average and all states sampled, 
except Utah. (See Charts 6 and 7.) 

We discussed the reason for Utah's low administrative costs with the Utah 
Department of Education and the National Center for Education Statistics. 
Both replied that Utah has relatively few districts, most of which are 
large- and medium-size districts; Arizona has numerous very small 
districts. As a result, Utah is able to operate with fewer administrators 
per student. However, we also found that some states with considerably 
fewer districts than Arizona, such as Florida and Nevada, have higher 
administrative costs per student. 



CHART 5 

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS PER STUDENT 
ARIZONA AND SAMPLE STATES 
FISCAL YEAR 196S-90 




UTAH GEOfttU AfVZONA WASH TEXAS CALIF MSSOUM FLOWOA NEVADA 
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Souret: Co«piltd from data providtd by tht Arizona Dtpartaant of Education and tht saaplt 
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CHART 6 



STUDENTS PER DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR 
ARIZONA, SAMPLE STATES, AND NATION 
FISCAL YEAR 1$ 




GEORGIA UTAH CAUF WASH MISSOURI TEXAS FLORIDA ARIZONA NATION 



Sourct: Compiled from data provided by tha Arizona Department of Education and th. National 
a^ini^traton C on1y n ) (Nevada was excluded because it reported certified 

CHART 7 



STUDENTS PER SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR 
ARIZONA, SAMPLE STATES, AND NATION 
FISCAL YEAR 19t»-90 



800 




Arizona Districts Hav» A Simila r Percentage Of Administrators As Other 
States 

In fiscal year 1989-90, Arizona's proportion of district and school 
administrators and support staffs to total employees was comparable to the 
average of the selected states, but slightly higher than the national 
average. Administrators and support staff averaged 12.8 percent of total 
employees in Arizona, whi le in the sample states the average was 
12.7 percent, and the national average was 11.8 percent. 

Based on our sample districts, Arizona spent 12.3 percent of all school 
district operating expenditures on administration (5.1 percent on district 
administration and 7.2 percent on school administration); the sample states 
spent an average of 11.8 percent. 

Arizona Ha ft Mm ft»a H Districts Than lianv Other States 

A comparison of the number of districts by size clearly indicates that 
Arizona has a majority of small and very small districts. Arizona has more 
small and very small districts than half the sample states in our 
comparison. Only Missouri had a larger percentage of districts with fewer 
than 600 average daily attendance. 

Table 2 summarizes the number of school districts by size in each of the 
states selected. (The number of districts for Arizona and other states and 
the district size categories vary depending on the source of information. 
For this comparison, National Center for Education Statistics 1 numbers were 
used . ) 

Fifty percent of all school districts in Arizona have fewer than 600 
students, while Utah, Nevada, and Georgia have relatively few districts 
with fewer than 600 students, Florida has no districts that small, and 
Florida, Utah, and Nevada have only one district with fewer than 1,000 
students. Other comparisons show that Utah has fewer administrators per 
student and spends significantly less on district administration per 
student than any of the other states studied. 
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TABLE 3 

BENEFITS PROVIDED TO ADMINISTRATORS 



SENEFITS 1 


PERCENT OF ARIZONA 
SAMPLE DISTRICTS. 
OFFERING BENEFIT 


PERCENT Of NATIONAL 
SAMPLE DISTRICTS. 
OFFERING IENSFIT 


Vacation 


96.67* 


73.741 


Sick leave 


96.67 


98.44 


Personal Ltavt 


9e.ee 


99.64 


Sabbatical leave 


49. 94 


59.49 


Medical Insurance 


194. 49 


98.44 


Dental Insurance 


94.49 


85.24 


Vision Care Insurance 


59.44 


46.94 


Prescription Drugs 


96.67 


76.44 


Income Protection Insurance 


44.44 


41.74 


Group Life Insurance 


96.67 


79.54 


Severance Pay 4 


56.67 


37.74 


Tuition Reimbursement 


14.44 


35.34 


Convention Attendance 


93.33 


81.24 


Professional Dues 


83.33 


64.74 


Transportation 


144.44 s 


96.44* 


cost of Physical Exam 


23.33 


34.44 


Professional Liability Insurance 


53.33 


72.54 


Retirement Plan (Other than the 
State Retirement Plan) 


14.44 


4.34 


Housing or Housing Allowance 


13.33 


N/A 7 


Other* 


44.44 


N/A 7 



1 These benefits are provided to superintendents, associate/assistant 
superintendents, and/Of principals. 

2 Arizona statistics are based on our survey of the 34 Arizona sample districts. 

3 National statistics era obtained from tne Educational Research Service Report 
summary published in School Business Affairs. August 1991. 

4 Severance Pay - includes unused sick and/or vacation leave. 

* Transportation - includes provisions for mtteage allowance, use of a vehicle 
for business only* and use of a vehicle for business and commuting. 

* Transportation * includes provisions for mileage allowance, annual allowance, 
monthly allowance, or some other transportation provision. (This provision is 
not specifically defined by the Educational Research Service.) 

7 N/A - This information is not available on a national basis. 

* Other - includes benefits such as bereavement leave, cafeteria plan packages, 
tax~sheltered annuity, and term life insurance. 
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Comparisons between Utah and Arizona are particularly valuable due to the 
demographic similarity of the two states. Both states have two major 
metropolitan areas and numerous small communities scattered throughout. 
However, Utah has only 40 school districts while Arizona has 238 and 118 of 
these have fewer than 600 students. Utah's small number of school 
districts is considered to be an important factor in the state's ability to 
maintain lower district administrative costs per student than Arizona and 
national ly. 

Arizona Administrators Receive Th q gagg Types Of Benefit Packages As A 

As shown in Table 3, a comparison of the perc<ntage of benefits provided by 
districts generally without cost to school district administrators in 
Arizona and nationally indicates that Arizona administrators receive a 
higher percentage of certain benefits and a lower percentage of others, but 
for many benefits there were no significant differences. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Our review of administrative costs and the number of administrators in 
Arizona compared to the nation and selected states indicated the following: 

• Arizona spends slightly less on administration per student than most of 
the other states in our comparison. However, Utah spends significantly 
less on administration per student than the other states in the study. 

• The number of students per district administrator in Arizona is similar 
to most of the other states selected for comparison, except Utah and 
Georgia, which have a significantly higher number of students per 
administrator. 

• Arizona's total administrative expenditures account for about 12 
percent of total operating expenditures. District administrative 
expenditures are 5 percent of total operating expenditures. These 
percentages are about the same as other states with similar population 
growth. 

• In comparison with other states, Arizona has more very small (50 
percent have fewer than 600 students) school districts which may result 
in higher administrative costs. 
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CHAPTER 3 

COMPARISONS OF CHANGES IN ARIZONA'S AND OTHER STATES' 
SCHOOL DIST RICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS OVER TIMF 

This chapter addresses changes in numbers of administrators and 
administrative costs over several years, changes in administrative costs 
compared to inflation, and changes in instructional costs, and answers the 
fol lowing questions: 

• How does Arizona's ratio of students per district administrator compare 
with the nation and the sample states over the last few years? 

• Are there fewer teachers per district administrator now than in the 
past? 

• Have district administrative expenditures increased at a faster rate 
than instructional expenditures and inflation? Do expenditures for 
administration represent a larger percentage of total expenditures now 
than in the past? 

• Have administrative costs increased because of increases in Federal and 
State programs and expenditures? 



• Have administrators' salaries increased at a faster rate than teachers' 
salaries, and inflation? 

FINDINGS AND ANALYSES 

Arizona's Ratio Of Students Per District Adnin isj ra t ftr »aj flanged. Very 
Little Over The Past S everal Years 

Chart 8, page 32, shows that Arizona's ratio of number of students per 
district administrator has varied only slightly over the period 1986-87 
through 1989-90. These ratios were higher than the national average, but 
considerably lower than the average of the sample states. The sample 
states' average was 773 in 1986-87 and 908 in 1989-90. 

Nationally, the number of students per district administrator rose slightly 
over the period, from 495 in 1986-87 to 526 in 1989-90. In Arizona, the 
number of students per district administrator dropped slightly over the 
period from 615 in 1986-87 to C05 in 1989-90. 
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CHARTS 



STUDENTS PER DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR 
ARIZONA, SAMPLE STATES, AND NATION 
FROM FISCAL YEARS 196S-S7 THROUGH 1989-90 



1,000 



900 - 



I 

s 



3 




196647 



196*40 



ARIZONA 



SAMPLE STATES 



NATIONAL AVERAGE 



Sourct: Compiltd from data providtd by tht Arizona Otpartmtnt of Education and tht National 
Ctnttr for Education Statistics 



Utah, one of the sample states in the comparison, had a markedly higher 
ratio of number of students per administrator than any of the other sample 
states: 1,041 students per administrator in 1986-87 increasing to 1,345 in 
1989-90. 

Arizona' a Diatrict Aihiniatrator Staffing Has Not Increased ftflQ CQtlftd 
Tn Teacher Staffing Over The Paat Several Yaara 
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Chart 9 indicates that Arizona has had slightly more teachers per district 
administrator than the national average, but considerably fewer teachers 
per district administrator than the sample states. Chart 9 also indicates 
that the ratio of teachers to district administrators for Arizona and 
nationwide has remained fairly constant over the past several years. 
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CHART 9 

TEACHERS PER DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR 
ARIZONA, SAMPLE STATES, AND NATION 
FROM FISCAL YEARS 1966-47 THROUGH 1969-90 




19*47 



19*74* 



19*9-90 



ARIZONA 



SAMPLE STATES 



NATIONAL AVERAGE 



Sourct: 



Compiled from data provided by the Arizona Department of Education and the National 
Center for Education Statistics 



In addition, a May 1988 article published by the Educational Research 
Service concluded that nationally, the nunber of teachers per central 
office professional staff member, including administrative and professional 
staff, has remained constant since 1982-83 at about 33-35 teachers per 
central office professional staff member (Robinson). 

The main reason for the higher number of teachers per administrator in the 
sample states is the significantly higher ratios of Georgia and Utah. 
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Administrative Costa H av« Increased At The ftmr Plttl A« instructional Costa 



District administrative and instructional costs have increased at about the 
same rate, but at a rate almost four times greater than the increase in the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) over the same time period. Two reasons for the 
large increase in costs in Arizona are an increase in salaries over the 
past few years (also, see page 35) and an increase in the number of 
students (about 17 percent over the last decade). Another reason for the 
substantial increase in administrative costs is that expenditures for 
medical and health insurance increased dramatically in the last ten years. 
The Health Insurance Association of America in Washington, O.C., which 
monitors national expenditures for employee health and medical insurance 
benefits, reported that expenditures increased about 250 percent between 
1980 and 1990, although some increases may be due to changes in coverage. 
(See Chart 10.) 

CHART 10 

INCREASE IN ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS COMPARED TO INSTRUCTIONAL 
COSTS AND THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX IN ARIZONA 
FROM FISCAL YEARS 1961-82 THROUGH 198»-90 



150% 




19*1*2 
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Sourct: Compiled from data provided by tht Arizona Oopartnont of Education 

34 42 



AAiinigtrators' Salaries Have Increased At A Rata Grea ter Than Inf Utliffl 



For a national samp's during the period 1984-85 through 1990-91, salaries 
of superintendents, principals, business managers, and teachers increased 
about 37 to 40 percent, while the Consumer Price Index (CPI) increased only 
24 percent. The Arizona sample districts reported that salaries of 
superintendents increased 31 percent, business managers about 41 percent, 
principals 28 percent, and teachers 27 percent. (See Table 4.) 

Therefore, salaries of the sample of Arizona's superintendents, principals, 
and teachers have increased more than the CPI during the period 1984-85 
through 1990-91, but less than the national sample. The sample of Arizona 
business managers' salaries, however, increased more than the CPI and 
4 percent more than the national sample. 



Position 
Superintendent 

Business Manager 

Principal 

Teacher 



TABLE 4 

INCREASE OF SALARIES IN ARIZONA COMPARED 
TO NATIONAL SAMPLE, 1984-85 THROUGH 1990-91 

Average Salary 

1984-85 1990-91 
(rounded to nearest 
hundred) 



Arizona Sample 
National Sample 

Arizona Sample 
National Sample 

Arizona Sample 
National Sample 

Arizona Sample 
National Sample 



$59,700 
57,000 

39,800 
40,300 

40,800 
39,400 

23,700 
23,600 



$78,300 
79,900 

55,900 
55,100 

52,000 
55,200 

30,200 
32,900 



Percentage 
of Increase 



31X 
40 

41 

37 

28 
40 

27 
39 



Sourct: Educational Rtstarch Strvict, Sal arias Paid Professional Ptrtonnal in Public 
Sctoflli, 1984-85 and 1990-91 tditions 
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Except for business managers, the rate of increase in salaries for Arizona 
superintendents, principals, and teachers has been similar (27 to 31 
percent), indicating that Arizona administrators 1 salaries have not 
increased significantly at the expense of teachers 1 salaries. 

Administrative Costs Were A Small Portion Of Maintenance And Operation Fund 
Expenditures Over The Past Ten Years 

District administrative costs and instructional costs as percentages of 
total Maintenance and Operation Fund expenditures were compared to 
determine whether district administrative costs have increased at a higher 
rate than instructional costs over time. 



Expenditures for district administration and for instruction in Arizona 
have remained very consistent over the period 1981-82 through 1989-90. 
District administrative expenditures have consistently accounted for about 
4.6 percent of total Maintenance and Operation Fund expenditures, while 
expenditures for instruction accounted for about 60 percent. 

increased Federal And State Project Expen ditures Over The Last Ten Years 
Mav Have Resulted In Some increases In Administrative Costs 

On a percentage basis, the increase in Federal projects expenditures has 
not been as great as that for State projects. However, other factors (such 
as increases in the number of students, salaries, and the costs of health 
insurance) have had a greater impact on increased administrative 
expenditures than Federal and State projects. 

Total expenditures for Federal projects by Arizona school districts have 
increased from $62.6 million in 1981-82 to $109.5 million in 1990-91, or 
approximately 75 percent . Total expendi tures for State projects have 
increased from $1.7 million to $18.7 million, or 1,000 percent. However, 
in fiscal year 1990-91, total expenditures for State projects were only 0.6 
percent of total Arizona school district expenditures, and expenditures for 
Federal projects were only 3.3 percent of the total. 
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One reason cited by some administrators for increased district 
administrative costs is an increase in paperwork caused by an increase in 
the number of programs for Federal and State projects. 

A 1987 Stanford University study found that while the Federal government 
has become increasingly involved in the funding and management of 
education, the high point came in 1977 with programs for rural, urban, 
migrant, needy, handicapped, and other specific types of students. The 
study also found that Elementary and Secondary Educational Act of 1965 
(ESEA) Federal programs resulted in higher administrative and instructional 
costs than did non-ESEA programs. 

The Stanford study concluded that in comparison to local, Federal ESEA, and 
non-ESEA funded programs, State funded projects had resulted in the lowest 
leveis of administrative expenditures and staffing ( Administrative Scifflfifl 
Quarterly). 

CONCLUSIONS 

Our review of changes in administrative costs and the number of 
administrators in Arizona over time found that: 

• Arizona's ratio of number of students per district administrator has 
remained fairly constant over the last few years. However, this ratio 
is nigner than the national average, but considerably lower than the 
average of the sample states. 

• The ratio of teachers to district administrators has remained fairly 
constant over the past several years. Arizona has slightly more 

:!^ e t r J a n P Vh. d '.VV Ct . adminlstra V> r than the nation, but signif icantly 
rewer than the states in our sample. 

• Costs for instruction and district administration have increased at 
about the same rate since fiscal year 1981-82. However, such costs 
increased 125 percent during this period compared to 32 percent for the 
Consumer Price Index. Increases in student population, salaries, and 
health insurance are among several reasons for this disparity. 

• ?L* Dercenta 9 e °* Maintenance and Operation Fund expenditures, 
198V8^tTro^"989^i) tU ^^ remtMd C ° n,tant durlnfl the parlod 
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In a sample of Arizona districts, the salaries of superintendents, 
principals, and teachers increased at a rate lower than the average of 
a national sample during the period 1984-85 through 1990-91. The 
salary of business managers increased at a rate slightly higher than 
the national sample during the same period. However, the salaries of 
all employees in the Arizona sample and the national sample increased 
at a rate higher than the Consumer Price Index. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ARIZONA'S SCHOOL DISTRICT RECORDKEEPING SYSTBI 

In compliance with Arizona Revised Statutes §15-271, the Uniform System of 
Financial Records (USFR) was developed by the Office of the Auditor General 
in conjunction with the Arizona Department of Education to provide a 
uniform system of financial accounting and reporting for school districts. 
The USFR chart of accounts requires school districts to classify 
expenditures by fund, function, and object code. 

Currently, school districts nay report expenditures at either a summary or 
a detailed function code level and neither level is required for capital 
expenditures. 

School Districts Generally Did No t Prooarlv Use Function Codes Prescribed 
In The USFR Chart Of Accounts 

Almost all of the 30 sample school districts included in our study used 
function codes in a manner that was not consistent with guidelines included 
in the USFR chart of accounts. Specifically, the following deficiencies 
were noted. 

• Administrative salaries were not always charged to the proper function 
code category. 

• Salaries of administrators serving more than one function were not 
allocated among function codes. 

• Summary function codes were used as detailed function codes. For 
example, employee benefits and miscellaneous expenditures were charged 
to summary function codes rather than charging these expenditures to 
the appropriate detailed function codes. 

• Expenditures were not always reported by function code. 

ThB USFR Chart Of Accounts Is Not Comoarahla lith Tha Federal Chart Of 
Account* 

The U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement has developed and maintains a manual entitled Financial 
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Accounting for Local and State ochool Systems 1990 that is intended to 
serve as the standard for all state?. The manual contains a uniform chart 
of accounts for school district financial reporting that provides a more 
detailed system of account codes than is presently included in the USFR 
chart of accounts. 

The USFR chart of accounts is not presently comparable with the Federal 
chart of accounts. Arizona is one of only eight states and Washington, 
D.C., that do not currently use the Federal chart of accounts, or use a 
chart of accounts that cannot be reconci led to the Federal chart of 
accounts. The Auditor General was not aware that Arizona did not comply 
with the Federal chart of accounts prior to this study. 

RECOVMENDATIONS 

The following actions should be implemented by the Auditor General, in 
conjunction with the Arizona Department of Education and reviewed by the 
School Finance Advisory Committee, to improve school district recordkeeping 
and comparability of school district financial data among school districts 
within the State and nationally. 

• Function codes in the USFR chart of accounts should be revised based on 
the chart of accounts developed by the U.S. Department of Education, 
Of f i ce of Educat i ona I Research and I mp rovemen t . Th i $ wou I d 
significantly expand function codes to provide greater detail in 
recording expenditures, including administrative expenditures, and 
improve the accuracy and comparability of financial accounting and 
reporting. 

• Arizona school districts should be required to report expenditures of 
all funds at the detailed function code level. While the USFR allows 
school districts to report expenditures at the summary code level , 
doing so reduces the collectibility of detailed expenditure 
informat ion , and the comparabi I i ty of f inane ial data among school 
districts. 
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REGIONAL SERVICES AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS 



CHAPTER 5 
REGIONAL SFRViq fi IN Aai7f^ 

Our study of county school superintendents and other regional service 
providers in Arizona determined that the following questions were relevant: 

^?Lti^se^ces? hMe dUt ' M be •° di,ied t0 P^ide -ore 

• e^u h ^o^« o s^rte:^ iona, services resumr * in * — «>.t-ffctiv 

We conducted a survey of all counties and then selected the Maricopa, Pima, 
Pinal, and Yavapai County School Superintendents' offices for further 
on-site review. Our sample was judgmental ly selected, based on information 
gathered in our initial phone survey. The most important criteria for 
choosing the sample was the number and types of service programs being 
adm.n. stored by county school superintendents' offices. Other factors 
considered were the number of county school superintendent employees and 
the number of districts in the county. 

Moat Qf Jhft Byjjflg ffrrrftntly Pflrformrd fly Conniv S«hn»l ft^ rini-d-t. Arfl 
Required B y Statute 

These duties consist of the following: 

1 ' StSftS o 5 f? h °i r^s^.Vo'n'.r C0Un " y ,rMSUr,r a " d « he " h °°' 

2. Process warrants and maintain a warrant register. 

3. Maintain school district revenue and expenditure records. 

4 * prJ£w. and reC6iVe reP ° rtS t0 aid in the sch00, district budgeting 
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5. Cause all regular and special elections to be conducted. 

6. Appoint school district governing board members to fill vacancies. 

7. Administer the special county school reserve fund, including 
accommodation districts. 

8. Maintain records of effective and expiration dates of teachers' and 
administrators' certificates. 

9. Issue certificates of educational convenience. 

10. Provide special education services to handicapped pupils, if not being 
provided by the school district governing board. 

11. Monitor home and private schooling. 

12. File a report showing amounts received and amounts expended during the 
fiscal year with the superintendent of public instruction. 

13. Submit school district annual financial reports to the superintendent 
of public instruction. 

14. Perform other administrative duties. 

Records Maintenance And Warrant Processi ng Account For Up To 61 Percent of 
Total Staff Ti«e Spen t In Required Statutory Duties 

We asked each county school superintendent's office in our sample to 
distribute staff time based on the duties required by statute, and in the 
operation of the office. The duties and the time required to perform them 
were then grouped into the following three categories: 

1. Records Maintenance and Warrant Processing - This includes the 
maintenance of detailed revenue and expenditure records, and effective 
and expiration dates of teachers 1 and administrators 1 certificates. It 
alsc includes processing warrants, maintaining the warrant registers 
and making and recording deposits. The time spent in this category 
ranged from 37 to 61 percent of total staff time spent on required 
statutory duties. 

2. Administrative Duties - This includes issuing certificates of 
educa t i ona I conven i ence ; ma i n t a i n i ng and r ev i ew i ng ach i evemen t t es t 
results for students attending a private or home school; transporting 



51 

44 



students from unorganized terri tories; operating accommodation 
districts; conducting elections; appointing governing board members to 
fill vacancies; assisting districts in the budgeting process; and other 
miscellaneous duties. The time spent in this category ranged from 21.7 
to 32.4 percent of total staff time spent on required statutory duties. 

3 . Office Operations - Th i s i nc I udes the day-to-day ope rat i on of the 
office and the county school superintendent's position. The time spent 
in this category ranged from 21.2 to 30.6 percent of total staff time 
spent on statutory duties. 

Arizona Revised Statutes Allow County School Superintendents To Perform 
Additional Duties And Provide Additional Services To District* 

Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) §15-365 enables county school 
superintendents to establish service programs that are defined in statute 
as those programs that deliver services most efficiently and cost 
effectively as multidistrict or multicounty operations. If a county school 
superintendent decides to establish a service program, it must be made 
available to all districts in the county, and the costs must be shared on a 
user basis. 

County school superintendents may establish special small district service 
programs to meet the special needs of districts with a total student count 
of less than 600. However, most special small district service program 
costs are paid by the county through county equalization assistance, and 
costs not fully covered are paid by users. In some instances, county 
school superintendents a I locate county equal ization assistance monies 
directly to small districts. 

Services Proa raw Provided Bv County School Superintendents Vary Widely 
Aaono Counties. 

Service programs can be grouped into four general categories: 
adm i n i s t rat i ve servi.es, spec i a I educat i on se rv i ces , i ns t r uc t i ona I 
services, and technology. 
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Administrative services cons i s t of g ran t adm i n i s t ra t i on , coope ra t i ve 
purchasing, data processing networks, and bookkeeping. 

Table 5 shows that 11 county school superintendents administer Federal 
grants for districts. This includes filing grant applications, accounting 
for grant monies, and preparing the related completion reports. These 11 
county school superintendents are performing this service through special 
small district service programs. The Mohave County School Superintendent 
operates a Statewide purchasing cooperative. Two county school 
superintendents (Apache and Pinal) administer their own data processing 
consortiums. Ai I county school superintendents wi th the exception of 
Apache, Navajo, Pinal, and Yuma, serve as bookkeepers for one or more 
districts in their counties. Bookkeeping duties include making deposits, 
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preparing reports, and maintaining ail of the district's accounting 
records. This is in addition to the accounting records maintained by the 
county school superintendent, as required by statute. 

County school superintendents serve as bookkeepers for all 11 transporting 
districts. Transporting districts, like regular districts, are required to 
prepare budgets, keep financial records, and file reports. Since they do 
not have administrative staffs, budgetary, recordkeeping, and reporting 
responsibilities have been assumed by county school superintendents. Nine 
county school superintendents are serving as bookkeepers for approximately 
59 percent of the districts with a student population of 100 or less. 

Special education services are designed to meet the needs of exceptional 
students, defined in this study as those students who are gifted or have 
physical, mental, or emotional handicaps. 

County school superintendents are required by A.R.S. §15-764 to provide 
special education to handicapped students if it is not provided by the 
student f s district. As shown on Map 3 , page 49 , 12 county schoo I 
superintendents provide some special education services to handicapped 
students at small districts. In the counties highlighted in yellow on 
Map 3, specialists travel to schools so that students may be served in the 
least restrictive environment. Special education services are provided at 
central locations in the counties highlighted in red. Centralizing 
services at one location may seem efficient; however, students may not be 
able to travel the distance required to reach the central location. 
Therefore, distance could prohibit a student from receiving needed 
services. Coconino County provides four districts with funding that is 
used to hire therapists. 

In addition to the services shown on Map 3, several county school 
superintendents provide special education resource consultants to assist 
classroom teachers in adapting their rooms, lessons, and materials to the 
needs of exceptional students. Special education may also encompass 
programs for preschool chi Idren, at-risk populations, and adults. 
Currently, Maricopa and Pima County School Superintendents provide 
services to diagnose and prescribe programs to treat at-risk preschoolers. 
Pima County also provides many adult education programs. 
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Instructi onal services may be provided directly through teachers who visit 
schools on a shared basis or by means of a distance learning system. 
Self- instructional laboratories set up in individual schools are also 
direct instructional services. Indirect instructional support consists of 
curriculum assistance in specialized areas from consultants and resource 
centers, competency-based objectives (e.g. , essential ski I Is), and test 
banks (e.g. , student assessment plans). Areas of curriculum assistance 
i nc I ude Eng I i sh as a second I anguage , foreign I anguage , soc t a I s t ud i es , 
sc i ence , spec i a I educat i on t and vocat i ona I educat ion. I ns t rue t i ona I 
services also include inservice training for teachers, special programs 
(e.g., career education, migrant education, and vocational education), and 
special presentations (e.g., a children's theater performance) at the 
schools. (See Table 6.) 
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Technology se rves both educat i ona I and adm i n i s t rat i ve pu rposes . i t 
includes hardware, software, and the training necessary to make optimum use 
of these materials. 

On-line networked data processing systems used by county school 
superintendents are examples of technology supporting administrat ive 
purposes. Technology, such as computers and telecommunications equipment, 
can also support educational purposes. The addition of a modem allows 
students using computers to access databanks and other students in 
different locations. Some county school superintendents have supplied 
hardware and software to small districts by either directly purchasing the 
hardware or providing the necessary funding to the districts. 

IfafiCQPa. Pima. Pinal, And Yav apai County School Superintendents Of for 
Unique Service Pragma 

As previously mentioned on page 43, four county school superintendents 1 
offices were selected for detailed review because of the unique programs 
they offer. A discussion of the unique service programs provided by each 
of the four county school superintendents follows. 

Maricopa 

The Homeless Education Program (HEP) is for K-8 students living within the 
greater Phoenix area who, because of their homeless condition, cannot be 
enrolled in an established district. Although the program's curriculum is 
closely aligned with the State's essential skills requirements, it also 
incorporates services necessary to meet the special needs of homeless 
children. Students are screened for physical, emotional, and psychological 
needs, and then taught self-esteem and basic skills. Students are then 
transported to the New Day School for regular education classes. HEP's 
main objective is to stabilize the educational side of these children's 
I ives. 

The East Vallev Alternative Hioh School (EVAHS) in Chandler provides an 
alternative school for grade 6-12 students who have dropped out or have 
been suspended or expelled from their local districts. EVAHS consists of 
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on-site group instruction and independent study blocks* The program 
currently serves 309 students, some of whom travel from as far as Laveen 
and Peoria, and has a waiting list of 35 students* Plans are underway to 
open an alternative school in the west valley, offer vocational programming 
for these students at the East Valley Institute of Technology, and 
implement a program of computer-assisted instruction. 

Eiaa 

The Pi ma County Adult Education (PCAE) program provides educational 
services at no charge to adults living in Pima County. The program was 
established on the belief that when parents are more educated, school-age 
children will profit more from their educational opportunities. Therefore, 
PCAE provides adults with opportunities for obtaining a basic education and 
enhancing work and social skills. 

PCAE offers classes in reading, writing, and math; GED preparation; English 
as a second language; American lifestyles; test-taking skills; computerized 
accounting and word processing; and counseling to help overcome barriers to 
education and employment. Free child care, transportation, job search 
assistance, and job placement are also provided. 

Pinal 

The Pinal County Data Processing Consortium is a data processing network in 
which the county schoof superintendent's office and 18 of the 19 districts 
in the county are on-line. This network eliminates duplication of effort 
in entering financial transactions and maintaining accounting records. 
Bes i des accoun t i ng and f i sea I f unc t i ons , the Conso r t i urn p rov i des repo r t 
ca rd p rocess i ng , c I ass schedu ling, a 1 1 endance repo r t i ng , and con t ro I of 
supplies and fixed assets. The Consortium also offers consultation, 
training, software modifications, and upgrades. 

The county schoo I super i ntendent par t i c i pates in two i n tergovernmenta I 
agreements (I6A) with the Arizona Department of Education (ADE). The first 
1GA relates to Arizona Student Assessment Plan (ASAP) legislation that is 
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intended to provide ways to assess a student's ability to solve problems by 
using what the student has learned. The Pinal County School 
Superintendent's office has contracted to provide training, technical 
assistance, and materials regarding ASAP to 63 Arizona districts, most of 
which are small and rural. Through the second I6A, the Pinal County School 
Superintendent is processing and analyzing annual evaluation data for ADE's 
chemical -abuse prevention progr«jn. 

Yavapai 

Although Yavapai County is the 7th 'argest county in Arizona in square 
miles, it ranks 13th in average student population per district. The 
Yavapai County Small Schools Project (YCSSP) was created to meet the 
challenge of providing a variety of high-quality special services to a 
low-incidence population in a low-density area. YCSSP, funded through 
Federal and State grant monies and county appropriations, provides 
itinerant speech therapists, psychologists, and a social worker for 12 
small districts in the County. 

In addition, YCSSP pays other entities for services they provide to small 
districts, such as occupational and physical therapists. The YCSSP also 
assists districts in setting up their own special small district service 
programs. For example, the YCSSP employs a consultant/program coordinator 
to integrate the chemical -abuse prevention program into the present 
curriculum of existing health, science, and citizenship classes for a 
n : ne-distr ict cooperative. 

Variation in Services Provided Bv County School Superintendents Hav Bfl P»« 
To Differences In County Size* And student Population* 

The offices of Arizona county school superintendents are different in 
relation to the number, composition, and location of districts in their 
counties, the number of students they serve, the size of their staff, and 
county appropriations. These differences may contribute to the variety of 
services they provide. Map 2 on page 11 and Tables 7 and 8 on pages 54 and 
55, respectively, highlight some of the factors leading to disparities 
among Arizona counties. 
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Map 2 shows that most counties consist of rural districts. Arizona has 28 
large districts (5,000 or more students) in six counties representing 12 
percent of all districts. The remaining counties have medium (600 to 4,999 
students) 2nd small (fewer than 600 students) districts. The 187 medium 
and small districts comprise 83 percent of all districts in Arizona. The 
other 11 districts, or 5 percent of the total, are transporting districts. 

Table 7 shows the ratios of students per square mile and per district, and 
the average number of square miles per district and illustrates that 
geographical size is one important difference between counties. For 
example, Coconino, the largest county, is 18,562 square miles and has 
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8 districts. Santa Cruz, the smallest county, is only 1,246 square miles 
but has 6 districts. Another important difference is the density of 
student population. Maricopa and Navajo Counties closely resemble each 
other in geographic size (9,226 and 9,910 square miles, respectively), yet 
there is a tremendous difference in the number of districts and the density 
of their student populations. Maricopa County has 338,384 students 
attending 57 districts. This means that, on average, there are 36.68 
students per square mile and 5,937 students per district. In contrast, 
Navajo County has 16,342 students attending 11 districts, resulting in 1.65 
students per square mile and 1,486 students per district. 
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Further study of the county school superintendents' offices reveals 
variances in funding and staffing among the counties. (See Table 8.) 



TABLE 8 

COUNTY APPROPRIATIONS EXPENDED FOR ADMINISTRATION 
OF COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS' OFFICES 
IN FISCAL YEAR 1990-91 
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The Types Of Services And Areas Covered By Other Regional Service Providers 
In Arizona Are Limited 

Regional service programs and cooperative efforts among districts have 
been developed outside county school superintendents 1 offices. The larger, 
more active and long-term programs, as shown in Table 9, formed the basis 
of our study. 

Data Processing Consortiums Provide Saving s 

The Arizona Public Schools Computer Consortium (NAU Consortium) provides 
data processing for financial and student service needs. The financial 
system provides school districts with general ledger accounting, personnel 
and payroll management, and supplies inventory and fixed asset control. It 
also generates reports. The student service system maintains records of 
student discipline, health, grades, transcripts, and special program 
enrollment. Class scheduling is also provided. 

Membership in the NAU Consortium is voluntary, yet 34 of 35 districts in 
Coconino, Mohave, and Yuma Counties and one district in Maricopa County 
currently participate. The Consortium is governed by an executive board. 

The NAU Consortium is entirely funded by participating districts. Each 
district pays a yearly base fee for each system used, as well as a usage 
fee. During fiscal year 1990*91, the per student cost was $3-4 for the 
financial and administrative system and $7-8 for the student service 
system. In total, the cost per district for services ranged from $3,500 to 
$143,000. However the amount of cost savings to the districts for 
subscribing to the consortium rather than instituting their own data 
processing systems is not available. Similar consortiums in other states 
have documented operating cost reductions of at least 40 percent for data 
processing. Data processing consortiums provide additional savings by 
cooperatively purchasing hardware and software, maintaining equipment, and 
providing other related support services. 
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There la A Trend Toward Schoo l Distric ts Establishing Or Participating jj 
Insurance Pools As A Means Of Reducing Costs For Various Types Of Insurance 

Legislation in 1986 allowed two or more public agencies to purchase 
insurance jointly or to pool monies and retain risks for property and 
liability losses, and workers 1 compensation and disability claims. Arizona 
School Risk Retention Trust provides property and general liability 
insurance coverage to districts within the State. Membership in the Trust 
has grown from the original five participating districts to 103 districts 
representing all 15 counties. The Trust is governed by a nine-member board 
elected by participating districts. 

Another type of trust is the employee benefit trust. At least six such 
trusts currently provide health, dental, vision, and life insurance 
coverage for district, county, and city personnel. Two of these trusts are 
listed as examples in Table 9, page 57. Most are for se I f- insurance with 
stop-loss coverage provided by an insurance carrier. Other trusts simply 
allow districts to obtain lower premiums by pooling risks. All such trusts 
are funded by participating personnel or districts. Actual cost-savings 
information is not available from any of the trusts. 

Cooperative Purchasi ng Prooraw Resulted In Significant Savings To School 
Districts 

The Mohave Educational Services Cooperative (MESC) provides a cooperative 
purchasing service to school districts on a Statewide basis. MESC's 
cooperative purchasing program began in 1985, and by 1991 over 95 percent 
of Arizona school districts participated in the program. MESC processed 
9,000 purchase orders for computer hardware and software, and other related 
items and services, worth $20 million. MESC is funded entirely by user 
charges and grants. Each district outside the county pays a one percent 
service charge on the items it purchases. The following examples 
illustrate specific cost savings provided by the program. 
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• Districts purchased computers costing approximately $14 million through 
MESC during 1990-91. Prices offered through MESC resulted in a net 
savings of two percent, or about $280,000, because of the volume. MESC 
saved districts an additional $360,000 on other contracts for hardware, 
software, and assorted high-tech equipment. Additionally, through a 
Statewide contract for VHS tapes, MESC saved $30-570 per title for a 
total savings of over $200,000 on media purchases. 

• Districts realized savings through reduced bid preparation time. 
Deve I op i ng and app rov i ng spec i f i ca t i ons , d raf t i ng and distribut ing 
bids, maintaining current vendor lists, publishing and evaluating bids, 
and selecting vendors are time-consuming aspects of the bidding 
process. District officials estimate that it costs between $500 and 
$3,000 to issue one request for proposals. MESC maintains a catalog of 
more than 100 bid contracts for which this entire process has already 
been performed, and estimates that this service has saved districts at 
least $250,000. 

Joint Vocational And Technica l Education Districts Are Just Beginning To 
Develop In Arizona 

Legislation enacted in 1990 allowed the formation of joint vocational and 
technical education districts. The East Val lev Institute of Technology 
District No. 301 was formed to provide vocational education programs. 
During its first year of operation, 1991-92, the Institute is offering 24 
vocational and technical education programs to approximately 1,000 students 
in 10 districts. 



The Institute is funded through State aid and has applied for two grants. 
It is also authorized by statute to charge tuition for students from 
nonmember d i st r i cts and assess property taxes , a I though i t has not done 
so. The Institute is governed by a board consisting of elected members. 
Cost-savings information on the Institute is not available; however, the 
tremendous initial investment in equipment and facilities required by 
vocational and technical education programs and the large number of 
programs offered by the Institute will likely make it financially and 
educationally attractive to many districts. 

Special Education Programs Have Enabled Dis tricts To Provide Services Mot 
Otherwise Avai labia To Educate Chi ldren With Special Naada 

The Maricopa Special Services Consortium , establ ished through an 
intergovernmental agreement, provides the services of psychologists, speech 



59 



67 



pathologists, occupational and physical therapists, teachers, and aides for 
approximately 220 students. It also provides special transportation for 
handicapped students. Services are funded through user district charges. 
The Consortium also uses grant monies to provide preschool, counseling, 
special and migrant education, and teacher training programs. 

The Arizona State Schools for the Deaf and the Blind (ASDB) promote *nd 
maintain educational opportunities for sensory- impai red chi Idren. ASDB 
operates numerous programs to meet Federal and State mandates, and serves 
the special needs of approximately 1,100 students. 

ASDB established a pilot regional cooperative program to provide 
educational services for sensory-impaired children. Currently, only the 
North Central Region, based in Flagstaff, is funded to evaluate children, 
and provide the specialized services of itinerant teachers, audiologists, 
and interpretor tutors directly to students. This generally eliminates the 
need for member districts to hire specialists for low-incidence special 
education needs or to send students to ASDB facilities in Phoenix or 
Tucson . 

ASDB also operates regional services through two schools in Tucson and two 
in Phoenix. They serve as examples of arly childhood outreach service 
delivery to sensory-impaired children and their families. ASDB is funded 
primar i ly by State appropriations; however , Federal monies and private 
donations also provide some funding. Specific cost savings information is 
not avat table. 

The Maricopa Special Services Consortium and the ASDB programs have enabled 
districts to provide services not otherwise available, and meet Federal and 
State mandates to educate children with special needs in the least 
restrictive environment. 

TECHNOLOGY 

A detailed discussion of telecommunications technology in Arizona begins on 
page 69. 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 
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County school superintendents and school districts each maintain 
accounting records as required by statute thus causing a duplication of 
effort. County school superintendents are also required to maintain 
records of teacher and administrator certification dates, prepare warrant 
registers, process warrants, deposit monies, reconcile cash balances to the 
county treasurer, and prepare and submit Federal grant completion reports 
and annual financial reports. We recommend that school districts be solely 
responsible for performing the duties described above. 

Regional services in Arizona have been beneficial to school districts. 
However, the number and types of services offered to districts are limited 
and vary widely among counties. 
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CHAPTER 6 
REGIONAL SERVICES ACROSS THE NATION 



We conducted a study of regional services across the nation and determined 
that the following questions were relevant: 

• What types of services are being provided on a regional basis to school 
districts in other states? 

• Does providing services on a regional basis provide cost savings or any 
other benefits? 

e How are the providers of regional services in other states structured? 

Many States Have Developed Education Service Agencies (ESAs) To Provide 
Regional Services To School Districts 

ESAs are defined in this report as units displaying four distinct 
characteristics. First, they are usually formed for the purpose of 
promoting cooperation among districts cr sometimes as extensions of state 
departments of education. Second, they provide many types of services, not 
just one. Third, taken together, they compose a statewide or almost 
statewide system. Fourth, they are governed by their members. 

We sampled 14 states to review the services, cost savings, and structure of 
the i r ESAs . Based on 1990 popu I at i on f i gu res , all 50 s tates we re 
categorized as small, medium, and large. Three states were selected from 
each category plus five others based on recommendations from members of the 
advisory review committee, referrals from ether states, geographic 
location, and to include additional medium-sized states for comparison with 
Arizona. Cal i fornia, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, South Carol ina, South Dakota, Texas, 
Washington, and Wisconsin were selected as our sample states. Of these 
states, nine have developed ESAs, at least six of which replaced the office 
of county school superintendent. Only California maintains this office. 
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Substantially More Services Are Offered To Districts Through ESAs In Other 
States Than Are Offered To Districts In Arizona 

> 

ESAs offer a substantial number of services. By providing a large number 
of services, ESAs have helped equalize educational opportunities for 
students. The following are a few examples of services provided by ESAs in 
other states. 

• The Southeast Kansas Educat ion Service Center (ESC) has developed 
SPECTRA, a third-party billing system for services provided by schools 
to children with special health care needs. Through this program, 
districts receive Medicaid reimbursement training and updates on 
pertinent litigation. Districts are also able to recover costs from 
private insurance and/or Medicaid for special education services. The 
ESC retains a small portion of the money received from Medicaid or 
private insurance to cover administrative costs of operating the 
program. 

• The Southwest/West Central Educational Cooperative Se rvice Unit of 
Minnesota operates a media center that includes science kits, a robot, 
CPR training units, a mobile planetarium, and special education 
materials. 

• The Northeast Florida Educational Consortium operates a testing service 
program that purchases testing materials, coordinates a schedule 
allowing member districts to share test booklets, and provides 
computerized scoring and bulk purchasing of answer sheets. 

See Appendix F for a complete list of the types of services provided by 
ESAs. 

ESAs Have Pocuaented Substantial Cost Savings And Appear To Provide A 
QMt-effMtivg MWP? Of PeHverinq Service? Tq Districts And The State 

Many of the services provided to schools by ESAs would not have otherwise 
been available because of the cost or a lack of expertise. Although many 
ESAs either have not determined or have not documented the cost savings 
they provide, ESAs in eight states provided us with over 30 examples of 
savings in 20 different types of services. Four examples of these savings 
are presented below. 
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• The cooperative purchasing service of the First District Region?! 

Educational Service Aaencv (RESA) in Georgia serves 15 school 

districts, offers over 1,000 items, and made sales of $1,957,399 in 
1990-91. The RESA compared its prices to four other sources (the 
manufacturer's list price, Wal-Mart, The Office Depot, and the state 
purchasing system) on $322,723 Worth of identical items purchased by 
the RESA during the year. The RESA provided savings of 71 percent over 
the manufacturer's list price, 33 percent over Wal-Mart's and the 
Office Depot's price, and 15 percent over the state purchasing system's 
price. 

• In July 1991, an efficiency study on the data processing system of the 

Bsgion IV Education Service Center of Texas compared the data 

processing costs for districts using the Region IV system to districts 
within Region IV that use an in-house system. Only recurring or 
operating costs were included in the comparison to insure consistency 
among the districts. The study concluded that, on the average, the 
total data processing cost was $13.89 per student for districts using 
the Region IV system and $23.73 per student for districts not using the 
Region IV system, saving districts an average of 41 percent. 

• The Southwest /West Centr al Educational Cooperative Service Unit (ECSU) 
provides the services of school psychologists, program coordinators, 
special education teachers, and low-incidence consultants, such as 
teachers for the deaf and blind. Compared to mental health centers, 
hospitals, and private practitioners, the ECSU saves member districts 
an average of 61 percent for psychologists, 57 percent for 
coordinators, 48 percent for teachers, and 81 percent for low-incidence 
consultants. The state of Minnesota also realizes cost savings by 
working with only one reporting unit rather than 72 separate 
districts. in 1991, the ECSU saved its member districts $2,846,532 
just in special education services. 

• Educational Service District (ESD) #101 of Washington provides 

instructional programs and coursework for students, as well as staff 
development and inservice training for staff using telecommunications 
through its Satellite Telecommunications Educational Programming (STEP) 
network. The network offered six courses to students in 48 
participating districts during the 1989-90 school year. Each district 
saved an average of $15,705, for a total savings of $753,840. In 
addition to cost savings, the STEP network enables schools to offer 
courses that would have been unavailable to them using a traditional 
classroom setting. ESD #101 has documented cost savings in excess of 
$6,650,000 in just a portion of the services it offers. 

Education Service Agencies Can Be C reated And Op tr^ed l n Nu merous Wav« 



Every state has taken a unique approach in creating and operating ESAs. 
The structure and operation of ESAs are described below in terms of six 
major elements: formation, governance, services, clientele, membership, and 
funding. The various approaches to each element may be mixed to form any 
number of potential ESA structures. 
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Fo rmat ion - The re are two p r i mary app roaches in f o rm i ng geog raph i c 
boundaries. The most common approach used by the states we surveyed is to 
specify the exact boundaries for each ESA, either by law or through state 
agency regulations. These boundaries sometimes follow the boundaries of a 
current or previous governmental entity. Other states enact enabling 
legislation allowing ESAs to form wherever two or more districts wish to 
work cooperatively. ESA regions occasionally overlap and may vary greatly 
geographically or in the number of districts served. 

Governance - The governance element is very similar among states. Each ESA 
reviewed in this study had a governing board made up of board members from 
participating districts. One ESA board included a number of lay members 
equal to 1/3 of the entire board, and an official from the state department 
of education as an ex officio member. 

In addition to a governing board overseeing operations, many ESAs have 
advisory boards. These advisory boards typically consist of 
superintendents or other administrators from member districts. Some states 
also include teachers, parents, college representatives, and lay members on 
their advisory boards. 

Services - The number and types of services provided by ESAs are generally 
determined by local districts, and sometimes by law or state agency 
regulation. For those ESAs that are required to provide certain services, 
the number and types of required services varies widely from state to state. 

CI ientele - Many ESAs were formed by districts to provide services to 
themselves. A few were formed as extensions of thei r respective state 
departments of education to provide services for the department. However, 
most ESAs provide, services for both districts and the state department of 
education. 

Membership - Approximately half the states surveyed do not require 
districts to use any ESA services. Districts may obtain services elsewhere 
or may provide services for themselves. In the other states surveyed, 
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membership is required for some services but voluntary for others. It is 
more common for the ESA to be required to provide certain services than it 
is for the districts to be required to use them. 

Some states that require district participation in an ESA have allowed 
^ large districts not to participate, or to be considered ESAs themselves. 

Other states allow districts to join ESAs outside their immediate area or 
join more than one ESA. Additionally, many states allow ESAs to include 
both public and private schools, other agencies, or schools of higher 
education. 

Funding - ESAs are funded by direct state appropriations, user charges, and 
grants. Some ESAs rely entirely on user charges and grants, receiving no 
direct state appropriations. One ESA included in our study receives 80 
^ percent of its funding from state appropriations. Generally, however, we 

found that ESAs receive up to 10 percent of their finding from state 
appropriations and the remainder from user charges and grants. States that 
provide funding may do so on the basis of a flat amount annually, or an 

* amount based on the ESA's cost of offering state-required services. A few 
states have given ESAs limited taxing authority as an additional source of 
fund i ng . 

* ESAs can be structured and operated in numerous ways using almost any 
combination of the methods described above. Appendix G explains how 
Colorado's and Washington's ESAs operate as examples of how these 
approaches can be combined. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Education Service Agency (ESA) systems in other states offer substantially 
^ more services to more school districts than are currently offered to 

districts in Arizona either by county school superintendents or other 
regional service providers. ESAs provide a means for districts to retain 
^ local autonomy while realizing cost savings by using cooperative services 

and reducing duplication of programs, services, and personnel. ESAs have 
also contributed to more equitably distributing educational opportunities 
across regions. 
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ESAs should be established in Arizona. if legislation is proposed to 
establish such a system, it should allow each ESA to meet the specialized 
needs of its member districts, and these member districts should be 
involved in the development of their ESA. Once established, ESAs should be 
allowed to evolve as necessary. However, the legislature may wish to 
review them periodically to ensure that elements such as governance, 
boundaries, and the number of districts served are still appropriate. 

The geographic boundaries of each ESA should be based on criteria such as 
services provided, number of school districts served, number of students, 
distances among and between districts and the ESA center, and the 
topography of the region. However, because of county sizes, shapes, and 
population density patterns, county boundaries do not appear to be 
appropriate boundaries for ESAs. 

Each ESA should be governed by a board made up of governing board members 
from participating entities. Each ESA may also have an advisory board 
consisting of district administrators, teachers, parents, and others 
interested in district affairs. 

ESAs should be allowed to provide services as requested by member entities 
and should not be required to provide any particular service. 
Additionally, districts should participate on a voluntary basis. To 
promote even greater cost-effectiveness, districts should be allowed to 
join ESAs outside their local areas. To increase economies of scale and 
p romo t e commun i cat i on and coope rat i on , un i ve rs i t i es , co 1 1 eges , p r i vate 
schools, other governmental units, and the private sector should also be 
allowed to participate in ESAs. 

ESAs should be funded primarily by user charges and grants to help ensure 
that ESAs are responsive to member district needs and provide services in a 
cost-effective manner. It is also important to provide stability and a 
base level of support for ESAs through a smal I amount of di rect 
appropriation. Such stability and support is particularly important in the 
early stages of ESA development. 
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CHAPTER 7 



^fWHffl^ T 'ffffi TECHNOLOGY ACROSS THE NATION AND IN ARIZONA 

We conducted a study to determine whether technology, in relation to school 

district management and personnel training functions, has resulted in more 

cost-effective educational systems across the nation and in Arizona. The 
following questions were determined to be relevant. 

• What is telecommunications technology? 

• What is the status of telecommunications technology across the nation? 

• What is the status of telecommunications technology in Arizona? 

• Has the use of telecommunications technology resulted in more cost- 
effective educational systems? 

We collected information from a sample of 14 states across the nation, all 15 
county school superintendents in Arizona, regional organizations in Arizona, 
and other materials and publications. Based on the information gathered, the 
relevant technology was determined to be for telecommunications and the most 
prevalent educational use of telecommunications was determined to be for the 
expansion of curriculum. 

The National Trend Is Toward The Development Of Single Comprehensive Networks 
That Utih>ft TffffCTi m'ni cat ions Technology 

Telecommunications technology is the means for transmitting a large volume of 
information (e.g., audio, video, and data signals) over distance at great 
speed. Telecommunications technology includes cable, microwave, fiber-optic, 
and satellite technologies. Instructional television fixed service, a 
portion of the microwave spectrum dedicated to educational services, is also 
included. 

There are approximately 155 fully and partially implemented educational 
telecommunications networks within the 50 states. They range from those 
serving a single purpose or type of institution, to those serving many 
purposes and institutions. 




States commonly contain a number of individual or regional networks not 
integrated under one system. However, many states are working toward the 
development of single comprehensive networks that utilize current 
technologies and serve the needs of the entire state. At the present time, 
the most common use of telecommunications Ss to provide postsecondary school 
courses. For example, universities televise courses taught at one location 
to students at remote locations, such as branch campuses. With permission, 
school districts tape programs developed by the Corporation for Pub I ic 
Broadcasting for viewing at a later date. Teleconferencing, useful for 
meet i ngs and i nserv i ce t ra i n i ng , is a I so poss i b I e . With the use of 
computers, telecommunications equipment can be used to transfer data, and to 
access databanks and electronic bulletin boards. 

Arizona Does Hot Yet Contain A Fully Implemented Statewide Educational 
Tnlnmwwini cat ions Network 

Many school districts are net fully utilizing the capabilities of their 
telecommunications systems. In addition, because of either the lack of money 
or expertise in the area of telecommunications technology, many districts 
have been unable or reluctant to purchase equipment and incorporate available 
programming into their curriculum. Several county school superintendents 
have recognized the need for telecommunications equipment and purchased it 
for some of the small districts. 

The Yavapai County School Superintendent purchased a basic satellite downlink 
(receiver) system for each of 12 small rural districts (districts with fewer 
than 600 students). The systems are used to receive programming such as 
foreign language courses from Northern Arizona University, and broadcasts or 
tapes of major news events and science programs. Other county school 
superintendents used Special Small District Service Program Fund monies to 
provide equipment. 

AETC Study Concludes That A Statewide Network Is Feasible 

The Arizona Education Telecommunications Cooperative (AETC), established in 
1987, consists of representatives from the Arizona Department of 
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Administration, the Arizona Board of Regents, universities, comnunity 
colleges, the Arizona Department of Education (ADE), and the public schools. 
The purpose of AETC is to plan for coordinated uses of telecommunications, 
review technology initiatives, and study the feasibility of incorporating the 
State's telecommunications capabilities into a Statewide telecommunications 
network. The network would serve educational and administrative purposes. 

In January 1990, AETC hired a consultant to study the telecommunications 
technologies in the State and the technical feasibility of developing a 
Statewide network. The study concluded that a Statewide network was feasible 
if a satellite and land-based infrastructure for full broadcast video, 
compressed video, and high-speed data transmission were added to existing 
technologies. The cost of the land-based infrastructure was projected to be 
$12,750,000, an amount which did not include the incremental costs for users 
to link into the network. 

AETC has also developed a comprehensive outline of objectives for 
coordinating and implementing a Technology Integrated Educational Delivery 
System (TIEDS) as part of a Statewide network incorporating universities, 
community colleges, and the K-12 system. TIEDS. A K-12 Master Plan for thg 

Infusion of . Technology in Arizona Schools in the Teaching/Learning 

gnyironment was published by ADE in July 1990 in response to an Arizona State 
Board of Education policy directing it to develop a plan for utilizing 
telecommunications technology in the K-12 system. TIEDS 1 f i rst 
recommendation is to estabi ish a Statewide telecommunications network to 
provide for information transfer among school districts, other educational 
entities, and ADE. This would increase productivity by reducing paperwork. 
Once such a network is in place, training for teachers and administrators 
through Statewide workshops, seminars, conferences, and telecourses could be 
provided. A variety of student courses through distance learning programs 
and access to information through databanks would also be possible. 

In working toward estabi ish ing a Statewide educational telecommunications 
network, AETC's Operating Committee has hired a development coordinator and 
initiated three projects. The projects are to improve ADE's Arizona EdLink 
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system, provide assistance to schools in implementing instructional 
television fixed service, ani study options for providing telecommunications 
to certain school districts. 

Te lecommun ications Provides Cos t-Effective Educational Programs 

The use of telecommunications would allow districts to expand curriculum and 
staff training, process and report data in a more accurate and timely manner, 
and reduce the costs of handling and storing large quantities of physical 
r eco rds . Add i t i ona I compu t e r p rog r amm i ng at the A r i zona Depa r tmen t of 
Education would allow the agency to use telecommunications in processing 
teacher and administrator certificates, and electronically receive documents 
such as district budgets and annual financial reports. The use of 
telecommunications to provide courses at remote sites for low-density 
populations could also produce cost savings when compared to the cost of 
providing site-based teachers. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Efforts to establish and coordinate telecommunications systems throughout 
A r i zona shou I d be i nc reased . Te I ecommun i cat i ons se rve nume rous educa t i ona I 
and administrative purposes, such as distance learning, teacher training, and 
data transmission. The use of telecommunications in education is growing 
nationally and in Arizona. Arizona colleges and universities, as well as a 
small number of school districts, are currently using telecommunications in 
their daily operations. However, most districts have had difficulty 
purchasing and establishing telecommunications systems, and are not fully 
utilizing the capabilities of their systems. 
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AREAS FOR FURTHER STUDY 



Certain recommendations in this report will require additional study, because 
factors affecting their implementation were not within our scope. 

Consequently, we believe the following areas should be studied in depth 

before any attempt is made to restructure Arizona's public education system. 

Arizona Snould Study Why Some States With Fewer Districts Than Arizona Hava 
Significantly Differ ent Adainistrative Coats Per Student 

Before Arizona considers consolidation of school districts, it might be very 
useful to look at states with fewer districts and low administrative costs, 
such as Utah and Georgia. One explanation of the reason Utah has lower 
administrative costs compared to the other samples states is that Utah has a 
small number of districts, most of which are large and medium unified 
districts, rather than numerous small ones. Utah has 40 school districts, 
compared to Arizona's 238. Suci. a study should also include states with 
fewer districts than Arizona, but with higher administrative costs per 
student, such as Florida and Nevada. 

A Study Mav Be Performed To Det ermine If Administrative Costs For School 
Districts In States With ESAs Are Lower Than In States ■ithout ESAj 

We have concluded that the use of services on a regional basis has resulted 
in cost savings, reduced duplication of services, and equalized educational 
opportunities. The impact on school district administrative costs of using 
regional services should be considered with regard to the consolidation of 
services and school districts. 
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APPENDIX A 



SCOPE AND MET HODOLOGY OF THE STUDY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 



Comparisons of Administrative Costs Among Arizona's School Districts 



The procedures followed to conduct the study of numbers of administrators and 
administrative costs within Arizona consisted of a number of steps. 



• The terms used in the study were defined. 

• The number of administrators and ratios of students to administrators were 
determined for all districts and compared among the various district 
categories. 

• A sample of typical districts was determined. 

• Administrative cost data and other information such as the districts 1 
organizational structures were collected from the typical districts and 
compared among the various district categories. 

• Findings and conclusions were developed. 

In order to properly conduct the study and assure comparable results, it was 
essential to define terms to be used that would be applicable within Arizona 
and for comparisons with other states. How these terms were defined directly 
affected the results of our study. Auditor General staff spoke with 
representatives of the Arizona Department of Education, the National Center 
for Education Statistics, and Arizona school districts; and consulted with 
the advisory review committee, and derived definitions for administrators and 
administrative costs (both district and school level), sizes of districts, 
and location (whether urban or rural). (See Appendix B for definitions.) 



Average dai ly attendance (ADA), locale, type, number of employees, and 
reported position codes of employees for all Arizona districts were obtained 
from the Arizona Department of Education. 



• Average daily attendance was used as this is the attendance figure reported 
to the National Center for Education Statistics for comparisons to other 
states. 

• Listings identifying which districts were isolated and the locale codes of 
each district were obtained from the Arizona Department of Education. 
Locale codas were used to determine whether a district was urban or rural. 
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• Employee position codes were those reported to the Arizona Department of 
Education on the School District Employee Report. 

• Fiscal year 1989-90 was chosen because it is the aost recent year for which 
we were able to obtain national administrative numbers and costs from other 
states with which to compare our Arizona information. 

Excluded from this portion of our study were: all consortiums and special 
program districts operated through the county school superintendent; 
accommodat i on schoo I s I i s ted as hav i ng no emp ioyees other than the county 
school superintendent; and transporting districts, as transporting districts 
have no administrators. 

Using the above information, the population of 213 districts was classified 
into categories by size, type, and location. Student population categories 
include super large, large, medium, small, and small isolated; type 
categories include unified, elementary, and high school; location categories 
include urban and rural. For a list of the 213 districts within the various 
categories, see Appendix C. In all, a total of 27 possible categories were 
defined, but districts existed in only 19 of those. 

Using definitions provided by the National Center for Education Statistics, 
all school district employees were classified into eight categories according 
to their SDER codes and whether they were reported at the school or district 
level. These categories were: 

District administrators Aides, guidance counselors 

District administrative support staff and librarians 

School administrators Library support staff 

School administrative support staff Other support services staff 

Teachers 

A problem with the classification of employees was noted. Most small 
districts having only one school did not report administrative or 
administrative support staff at both the district and school level. 
However, both levels of responsibilities are performed for all districts. 
Therefore, based upon a survey of ten of these districts, what percentage 
of time employees perform district- and school-level duties was determined. 

For each of the 213 districts included in our population, the following six 
ratios were computed to determine the organizational structure patterns: 
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1. Students per district administrator 

2. Students per district administrator and support staff 

3. Students per school administrator 

4. Students per school administrator and support staff 

5. Students per total administrator (district and school level) 

6. Students per totai administrators and support staff (district and 
school levels) 

Average ratios for each category of districts were computed for further 
analysis. 



Statistical analysis was used to select the sample of districts, by 
calculating the mean, standard deviation, and standard error of the mean 
for ratios 1, 2, 3, and 6 for each category of districts. 



Thirty districts were selected that had ratios the closest to the mean or 
average for that category, including from one to four districts from each 
category. 



However, our selection ot sample districts was limited in two respects. 



• Only districts that in fiscal year 1989-90 maintained expenditure 
records by detai led function code speci f ical ly identifying certain 
administrative and other costs could be selected. Detailed function 
codes are presented but not required by the Uniform System of Financial 
Records. Several districts we considered for inclusion in our sample, 
especially small districts, did not maintain such detailed records. 

• One district originally selected maintained detailed records, but not 
summarized for the year. Obtaining totals for the year required a 
commitment of our staff beyond the time constraints of the cost study. 

The total ADA represented by the 30 sample districts was 188,974, or 33.9 
percent of the total ADA for all Arizona school districts for fiscal year 
1989-90. 

For a complete listing of the 30 selected sample districts, see Appendix D. 



The sample districts were selected from eleven counties. Districts in 
several counties had to be excluded because detailed function codes were 
not ised in those counties. 



Fiscal year 1989-90 detailed expenditure data was collected from each of 
the 30 sample districts for all operating funds containing administrative 
expenditures including the Maintenance and Operation, School Plant , Federal 
Projects, State Projects, and Indirect Costs Funds. All expenditure data 
was obtai ned d i rect ly f rom each district's expend i tu re records , Annua I 
Financial Report, or county school superintendent's records. 

On-s i te or te I ephone i nterv i ews of di st r i ct and county schoo I 
superintendent personnel were also conducted in order to complete a 
questionnaire for each sample district. We asked questions concerning the 
district's administrative structure, district and school responsibilities, 
charging of administrative salaries and other expenditures to appropriate 
account codes , and emp loyee benef i ts the district prov i des for 
administrator positions. 

Using the administrative cost data collected from the sample districts, 
administrative costs per student for each sample district at the district 
level and school level were calculated. All 30 districts were then 
combined into categories of size, type, and location. An average cost per 
student was determined for each size, type, and location category. 

Comparisons of Administrative Costs of Arizona's School Districts to Other 
States 

Our analysis included comparisons to national averages, as well as 
comparisons with eight selected states. Seven of the eight states selected 
had high population growth rates from 1980 to 1990 as did Arizona. The 
following list shows the states selected for our sample and their growth 
rates which were obtained from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of 
the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States 1991. 



Nevada 

Arizona 

Florida 

Cal i fornia 

Texas 

Georgia 

Utah 

Washington 
Missouri 



Growth Rate 



50.1% 
34.8 

32.7 
25.7 
19.4 
18.6 
17.9 
17.8 
4.1 



Our selection of the sample states was limited to states that reported 
comparable and reliable administrative cost data for fiscal year 1989-90 
according to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and, in 
addition, we were able to obtain the data from the state. 



Numbers and classifications of employees for the nation and other states 
were obtained from tables published by NCES. The National Public Education 
Financial Survey, containing cost information and ADA totals, was obtained 
directly from each of the selected states. This survey is required by NCES 
and is completed annually by all states, including Arizona. (Although we 
were able to obtain expend i ture information from individual states, 
national expenditure information was not available for fiscal year 1989-90.) 



To verify the reliability and comparability of the data among states, 
Auditor General staff contacted each of the sample states and NCES to 
discuss each state's method for calculating ADA, the types of expenditures 
reported in each of the cost categories, and the methods for classifying 
employee* into different administrative categories used in our analysis. 
However, the conclusions reached in this report must be considered in view 
of the difficulties encountered regarding the comparability of the data as 
fol lows. 



• During our interviews with the selected states and NCES, we noted that 
states vary in the method used to calculate ADA. For example, 
California does not exclude excused absences when reporting ADA, while 
Arizona and the other selected states do. Therefore, for proper 
comparability among states, California's ADA was adjusted based on 
discussions with the California Department of Education. 

• Comparable cost data was also difficult to attain for the following 
reasons. First, detailed cost information for Arizona as a whole was 
not available. Therefore, it was necessary to calculate Arizona's 
costs per student based on the sum of the costs and respective ADA 
obtained from our 30 district sample for comparisons requiring detailed 
cost information. However, these per student ratios were compared to 
the per student ratios calculated from state totals for the selected 
states. Second, differences in reporting among the states were also 
encountered and adjustments were made as appropriate. 

• For comparisons with other states, expenditures for desegregation and 
Federal programs were included in Arizona's total expenditures because 
such expenditures could not be separated from the expenditure totals 
reported by the other selected states. 



• Difficulties were encountered regarding the comparability of employee 
classifications! due to differences among states in interpreting NCES 
instructions. For example, supervisors of classified employees were 
categorized as district or school administrators by some states and 
"other support services staff" by other states. However, for 
comparison purposes, Arizona's administrators were classified using the 
method of classification used by most of the selected states. 

• Our detailed national comparisons focused on fiscal year 1989-90 which 
was the most recent year that national information was available. 

Comparisons of Changes in Arizona's and Other States 1 School District 
Administrative Costs Over Tine 

Our analysis of trends in administrator staffing and administrative 
expenditures over a period of years was limited in several important 
respects. 

• Wh i I e district and schoo I adm i n i st rat i ve expend i tu res f rom the 30 
sample districts for fiscal year 1989-90 could be obtained through 
on-site visits, such detail?;) data could not be obtained for all 
Arizona districts for the number of years needed for a trend analysis 
because each district would have had to be visited, and because of the 
lack of expenditure detail maintained by many districts. Therefore, 
for the trend analysis in this section of the report, the State total 
of expenditures reported as district administration, function 100 of 
the Maintenance and Operation Fund was used, which we obtained from the 
Arizona Department of Education (ADE). 

• ADE revised the number of administrators and other employees as 
reported to NCES for the years 1986-87 through 1989-90. (Revisions of 
prior years 1 data were unavailable.) Although ADE's 1989-90 figures 
d i f f e red f rom ou rs , to avo i d any i neons i s t enc i es in t rend ana I ys i s 
caused by this change, ADE's revised figures for analyses for those 
years were used. 

• The number of administrators and other employees was obtained from NCES 
Digest of Education Statistics for the nation and sample states. 
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APPENDIX B 



DEFINITIONS USED IN THE ST UDY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 



Average Dai Iv Attendance (ADA) - Actual average daily attendance of 
students through the first one hundred days in session. 

Administra tive Costs 

District Administr ative Costs - Expenditures for activities concerned 
with establ ishing and administering pol icies for operating the 
district, activities associated with the overall general administration 
of the ent i re district, activities concerned wi th the business and 
fiscal services of the district, and other districtwide activities,* 
which support instructional and support services programs, such as data 
processing, evaluating and planning. The Uniform System of Financial 
Records (USFR) chart of accounts function code classifications included 
are Governing Board (110), Superintendent's Office (120), Business and 
Fiscal Services (130), Educational Services (140), and Data Processing 
(450). Salaries and benefits of superintendents, associate 
super i ntendents , ass i stant super i ntendents , bus i ness managers , and 
their staffs are major components of district administrative costs. 

We only included operating expenditures because capital expenditures 
for purchases of furniture or equipment may fluctuate greatly among 
years and because the current USFR chart of accounts does not require 
the use of function codes for capital expenditures, thereby making such 
data uncollectible at the district administration level. Additionally, 
Federal projects and desegregation district administrative expenditures 
were excluded. 

Schoo I Ad m i n i st rat i Costs - Expenditures for activities concerned 
with overal I administration of a school . USFR chart of accounts 
function code classification included is Principal's Office (310). 
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Salaries and benef i ts of principals, assistant principals, and thei r 
staffs comprise, a major portico of school administrative costs. 
Included are operating expenditures only. Capital, Federal projects, 
and desegregation school administrative expenditures have not been 
included. 

Administrators 

District Administrators - Employees who direct and manage the 
operations of the district, including superintendents (School District 
Employee Report code 100) , associate and assistant superintendents 
(102), and others having districtwide responsibilities, such as 
business managers (013 and 111), personnel directors (032 and 106), 
administrative assistants (101), curriculum coordinators (105), 
supervisors (107), vocational educational administrators (110), other 
administrators (109), and principals (103) and head teachers (108) of 
small districts having only one school. 

District Administrative Support Staff - Employees who provide direct 
support to district administrators, including clerical and secretarial 
staff (018), accountants (001), buyers (014), bookkeepers (010), 
attendance officers (009), personnel assistants (042), printers (034), 
and research, evaluators/stat ist icians (035). 

School Administrators - Employees who direct and manage the operations 
of a particular school, including principals (103), assistant 
principals (104), and others who supervise school operations or 
coordinate school instructional activities such as bookstore managers 
(011). 

Schoo I Adm i n i s t rat i ve Suppo r t Staff - Employees who provide di rect 
support to administrators of a particular school, including clerical 
and secretarial staff (018), attendance officers (009), and cashiers 
(017). 
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District Location 

Rural District - A district located in a small town with a population 
of less than 25,000 but not within a metropolitan area, or a place with 
a population of less than 2,500. 

Urban District - A district located in a metropolitan area that has a 
city of at least 50,000 population, or a district located in a city or 
town not within a metropolitan area but with a population greater than 

25,000. 

District Size 

Super Laroe District - A district with 40,000 or more students. 

Large District - A district with between 5,000 and 40,000 students. 

Medium District - A district with 5,000 or fewer students, but not 
meeting the definition of a small or small isolated district. 

Small District - As defined by Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) 
§15-901 .B. 24, a district with fewer than 600 students in either high 
school or elementary grades, but which is not classified as isolated. 

Small Isolated District - As defined by A.R.S. §15-901 .B. 23, a district 
with fewer than 600 students in either high school or elementary 
grades, and every school in the district is located more than 30 miles 
(or 15 mi les i f road conditions and terrain are hazardous) from a 
school of the same grades in another district. 

District Type 

Elementary District - A school district offering instruction in 
kindergarten and grades one through eight* This district type includes 
accommodation school districts offering instruction in the same grades. 
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High School District - A school district offering instruction in grades 
nine through twelve. 

Uni f ied District - A school district offering instruction in 
kindergarten and grades one through twelve. This district type 
i nc I udes accommodat i on schoo I d i s t r i cts o f f e r i ng i ns t ruct i on in the 
same grades. 
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APPENDIX C 



DATABASE OF 213 ARIZONA DISTRICTS AMAH Y7FTI til 
THE STUDY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIV E COSTS Ml 
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1U03 


<* • 
3.o 


t e 
3.0 


T ft 

3.U 


9 C 

e.3 


9 Aft 
COU 


iei 
1*3 


TCC 

333 


19* 


cci iwiiu lUTcrcn #Zfl 
SCLIuHAN UNIFIED N*U 


1TC 

133 


1 9 
1 *e 


n e 
u.o 


ft ft 

U.o 


ft Z 

u.* 


149 

lie 


7C 
#3 


ieA 
loo 


119 

He 


D T UAU 1 141 f C I Eft *HL 

PINCH UNIFIED P* 


rO* 


C ft 
3.U 


O.O 


ft c 
U.3 


1 ft 
1 *u 


1C7 

13 f 


oo 


iceo 
1309 


C9T 

323 


5nUW LUH UNIFICV #1U 


173A 
1 f 40 


7 ft 
f .U 


0.3 


c T 

3 •> 


7 C 
f .3 


3Z7 


19A 

leo 


T90 

3e9 


1TC 

133 


vUScrN CUT UNIFIED we 


303 


1 ft 
1 *u 


1 ft 
1 .U 


9 ft 
e.U 


9 C 
4.3 


303 


1V3 


4QT 

193 


oo 


CCOLIDGE UNIFIED #21 


2260 


7.0 


• T 

8.3 


8.0 


17.0 


323 


148 


282 


90 


ASH FORK UNIFIED #31 


152 


1.0 


2.0 


0.5 


1.0 


152 


51 


304 


101 


FLORENCE UNIFIED #1 


964 


2.0 


4.0 


3.0 


6.5 


482 


161 


321 


102 


CAMP VERDE UNIFIED #28 


1077 


4.0 


1.0 


4.0 


7.5 


269 


215 


269 


94 



SmLL HIGH RURAL 



BENSON UNION HIGH #9 


323 


1.9 


2.9 


1.0 


1.9 


175 


69 


323 


112 


PATAGONIA UNION HIGH #20 


88 


1.5 


1.2 


1.2 


0.8 


49 


29 


73 


44 


VALLEY UNION HIGH #22 


133 


l.ti 


0.6 


1.2 


0.4 


74 


56 


111 


S3 


SANTA CRUZ VALLEY UNION HIGH 


432 


4.9 


3.9 


0.5 


2.6 


89 


49 


863 


139 


SMALL ELEMENTARY RURAL 




















HACOERRY ELEMENTARY #3 


30 


0.6 


0.0 


0.4 


0.0 


50 


50 


76 


76 


PALOMA ELEMENTARY #94 


105 


0.9 


0.9 


0.6 


0.6 


116 


58 


175 


87 


SENTINEL ELEMENTARY #71 


44 


1 


0.6 


0.8 


0.4 


37 


25 


56 


37 


AGUllA ELEMENTARY #63 


127 


0.2 


0.6 


0.1 


0.4 


847 


169 


1271 


254 


VALENTINE ELEMENTARY #22 


48 


0.6 


0.3 


0.4 


0.2 


81 


54 


121 


81 


HIGLEY ELEMENTARY #60 


2*6 


1.5 


0.9 


1.0 


0.6 


164 


102 


2*6 


154 


MORRIS TOWN ELEMENTARY #75 


77 


1.2 


0.0 


0.8 


0.0 


64 


64 


97 


97 


NADA8URG ELEMENTARY #81 


445 


3.0 


2.9 


1.0 


1.9 


148 


76 


445 


154 


VERNON ELEMENTARY #9 


58 


0.2 


0.2 


0.1 


0.1 


390 


195 


585 


293 


M08ILE ELEMENTARY #86 


17 


0.6 


0.6 


0.4 


0.4 


28 


14 


42 


21 


MCNARY ELEMENTARY #23 


74 


1.5 


0.0 


1.0 


0.0 


50 


50 


75 


75 


RUTH FISHER ELEMENTARY #90 


275 


3.0 


0.0 


1.0 


0.0 


92 


92 


275 


275 


CONCHO ELEMENTARY #6 


214 


1.1 


0.6 


0.7 


0.4 


203 


129 


305 


194 


PEACH SPRINGS ELEMENTARY #6 


182 


1.0 


1.2 


1.0 


0.8 


182 


83 


182 


101 


MC MEAL ELEMENTARY #55 


49 


0.2 


0.5 


0.1 


0.3 


327 


82 


491 


123 


POMEREME ELEMENTARY #64 


99 


0.8 


0.5 


0.3 


0.3 


132 


82 


396 


180 


PEARCE ELEMENTARY #22 


155 


1.5 


0.6 


1.0 


0.4 


104 


74 


157 


112 


ASH CREEK ELEMENTARY #53 


39 


1.2 


0.6 


0.8 


0.4 


33 


22 


49 


33 


ELFRIDA ELEMENTARY #12 


166 


!.0 


0.6 


1.0 


0.4 


166 


104 


166 


118 


PAL0M1NAS ELEMENTARY #49 


628 


S.O 


1.2 


i.O 


0.8 


126 


101 


628 


349 


DOUtLE ADOtl ELEMENTARY #45 


76 


0.2 


0.6 


0.1 


0.4 


510 


102 


765 


153 


YUCCA ELEMENTARY #13 


18 


0.3 


0.0 


0.2 


0.0 


61 


61 


91 


91 


MARY C 0» MIEN ACCOMMODATION 


55 


1.2 


0.6 


0.8 


0.4 


46 


31 


69 


46 


PATAGONIA ELEMENTARY #6 


168 


1.8 


0.6 


1.2 


0.4 


93 


70 


140 


105 


SALOME C0NS0L. ELEMENTARY #30 


99 


1.6 


0.6 


0.4 


0.4 


62 


45 


247 


124 



DISTRICT 

MOHAUK VALLEY ELEMENTARY #17 
TOLTEC ELEMENTARY #22 
UENDEN ELEMENTARY #19 
8EAVER CREEK ELEMENTARY #26 
VAIL ELEMENTARY #20 
STAN FIELD ELEMENTARY #24 
CONTINENTAL ELEMENTARY #39 
PICACHO ELEMENTARY #33 
ARLINGTON ELEMENTARY #47 
SOLOMONVILLE ELEMENTARY #5 
ALTAR VALLEY ELEMENTARY #51 
HILLSIDE ELEMENTARY #35 
CANON ELEMENTARY #50 
YARNELL ELEMENTARY #52 
CLAR9CDALE - JEROME ELEMENTARY #3 
COCHISE ELEMENTARY #26 
HYOER ELEMENTARY #16 
ORACLE ELEMENTARY #2 
WELL TON ELEMENTARY #74 
RED ROCK ELEMENTARY *5 
KIRKLAND ELEMENTARY #23 
OUARTZSITE ELEMENTARY #4 
J. 0. COMRS ELEMENTARY #44 
•OUSE ELEMENTARY #26 
NACO ELEMENTARY #23 
SANTA CRUZ ELEMENTARY #28 







NUMBER OF 






STUDENTS PER 
















WIS! RICT 




SCHOOL 


ADA 


OIST. 


OIST. 


SCHOOL 






AOMIN, ft 


SCHOOL 


ADMIN, ft 


(2) 


AOMIN* 


SUPPORT 


ADMIN. 


SUPPORT 


ADMIN. 


SUPPORT 


ADMIN. 


SUPPORT 


233 


1.0 


1.5 


1.0 


1.0 


233 


93 


233 


116 


395 


2.0 


1.5 


1.0 


1.0 


197 


113 


395 


197 


62 


0.9 


0.5 


0.1 


0.3 


91 


61 


819 


205 


245 


0.6 


1.1 


0.4 


0.7 


409 


149 


613 


223 


659 


4.0 


2.0 


1.0 


2.6 


165 


110 


659 


185 


352 


3.0 


2.4 


0.4 


1.6 


117 


65 


881 


176 


229 


1.0 


0.6 


1.0 


0.4 


229 


143 


229 


164 


159 


2.0 


0.6 


1.0 


0.4 


80 


61 


159 


114 


100 


1.5 


0.3 


1.0 


0.2 


67 


56 


100 


84 


271 


1.8 


0.9 


1.2 


0.6 


151 


100 


226 


151 


602 


1.8 


2.4 


1.2 


1.6 


334 


143 


501 


215 


31 


0.6 


0.0 


0.4 


0.0 


52 


52 


79 


79 


184 


0.6 


1.6 


0.4 


1.0 


307 


85 


461 


128 


89 


0.5 


0.6 


1.0 


0.4 


178 


84 


89 


65 


341 


1.4 


0.6 


0.9 


0.4 


253 


175 


379 


262 


57 


2.0 


0.0 


1.0 


0.0 


28 


28 


57 


57 


190 


1.5 


0.6 


1.0 


0.4 


127 


90 


190 


136 


706 


3.0 


3.0 


2.0 


2.0 


235 


118 


353 


176 


382 


2.0 


1.2 


1.0 


0.8 


191 


119 


382 


212 


51 


1.5 


0.0 


0.3 


0.0 


34 


34 


206 


206 


49 


1.1 


0.2 


0.4 


0.1 


45 


39 


123 


98 


280 


2.0 


1.2 


1.0 


0.8 


140 


88 


280 


156 


306 


1.2 


1.4 


0.8 


0.9 


255 


120 


382 


180 


28 


0.9 


0.6 


0.1 


0.4 


31 


18 


276 


55 


302 


0.6 


1.2 


0.4 


0.8 


503 


168 


754 


251 


118 


0.6 


0.6 


0.4 


0.4 


197 


98 


295 


147 



SMALL ISOLATED UNIFIED WJMt 



DUNCAN UNIFIED #2 


521 


3.3 


0.8 


CEDAR UNIFIED #25 


497 


6.0 


3.0 


UHITERIVER UNIFIED #20 


1644 


6.0 


11.0 


MAMMOTH-SAN MANUEL UNIFIED #8 


1687 


7.0 


10.4 


GILA SEND UNIFIED #24 


597 


3.0 


4.0 


HEIER-OVERGAARO UNIFIED #6 


378 


3.0 


1.8 


VICKEH8URG UNIFIED #9 


787 


4.3 


4.0 


8AGDAD UNIFIED #20 


534 


2.0 


1.0 


SUPERIOR UNIFIED #15 


691 


2.5 


4.8 


SANDERS UNIFIED #18 


810 


7.5 


7.0 


GANADO UNIFIED #20 


1650 


6.0 


12.5 


COLORADO CITY UNIFIED #14 


816 


3.3 


5.1 


RED MESA UNIFIED #27 


701 


5.5 


10.0 


ST JOHNS UNIFIED #1 


1228 


6.0 


5.5 


INDIAN OASIS-8 UNIFIED #40 


979 


8.0 


6.0 


ROUND VALLEY UNIFIED #10 


1800 


6.0 


6.0 


A JO UNIFIED #15 


552 


1.0 


3.0 


PAYSON UNIFIED #10 


1566 


4.0 


5.5 


PARKER UNIFIED #27 


1891 


5.5 


11.5 


GRAND CANYON UNIFIED #4 


188 


1.8 


1.2 


FREDONIA-MOCCASIN UNIFIED #6 


412 


2.8 


1.0 



2.3 


5.8 


160 


130 


232 


65 


1.0 


4.0 


83 


55 


497 


99 


7.5 


10.5 


274 


97 


219 


91 


6.0 


7.3 


241 


97 


281 


127 


2.0 


2.0 


199 


85 


298 


149 


1.5 


1.2 


126 


79 


252 


140 


4.0 


5.5 


185 


95 


197 


83 


3.0 


4.0 


267 


178 


178 


76 


4.0 


7.3 


276 


95 


173 


61 


4.0 


4.0 


108 


56 


203 


101 


6.0 


13.0 


275 


89 


275 


87 


2.0 


3.4 


251 


98 


406 


151 


3.8 


6.0 


127 


45 


187 


72 


4.0 


5.0 


205 


107 


307 


136 


3.0 


10.0 


122 


70 


326 


75 


5.0 


7.0 


300 


150 


360 


150 


2.5 


3.0 


552 


138 


221 


100 


5.0 


10.5 


392 


165 


313 


101 


9.0 


11.0 


344 


111 


210 


95 


1.2 


0.8 


105 


63 


157 


94 


1.0 


1.8 


ISO 


110 


412 


150 



OF 



OISTRICT 

SMALL ISOLATED HIGH RURAL 

ANTELOPE UNION HIGH #50 

I I CENTENNIAL UNION HIGH #76 



ADA 

(2) 



295 
100 



DIST. 
ADMIN. 



3.0 
1.5 



DIST. 
SUPPORT 



2.1 
1.2 



SCHOOL 
AOMIN. 



2.5 
1.0 



SCHOOL 

support 



1.4 
0.8 



OISTRICT 
AOMIN. 



96 

67 



DISTRICT 
AOMIN. A 
SUPPORT 



58 

37 



SCHOOL 
AOMIN. 



118 
100 



SCHOOL 
AOMIN. 4 
SUPPORT 



76 
56 



SHALL ISOLATED ELEMENTARY RURAL 



PINE ELEMENTARY #12 


297 


1.8 


0.6 


1.2 


0.4 


165 


124 


247 


186 


YOUNG ELEMENTARY #5 


70 


1.2 


0.9 


0.8 


0.6 


58 


33 


87 


50 


CHLORIDE ELEMENTARY #11 


135 


1.0 


0.6 


1.0 


0.4 


135 


84 


135 


96 


ALPINE ELEMENTARY #7 


67 


1.5 


0.0 


1.0 


0.0 


45 


45 


67 


67 


APACHE ELEMENTARY #42 


23 


0.6 


0.3 


0.4 


0.2 


38 


26 


58 


38 


SONITA ELEMENTARY #16 


95 


0.6 


0.6 


0.4 


0.4 


159 


80 


239 


119 


TONTO IAS IN ELEMENTARY #33 


57 


0.0 


0.6 


0.0 


0.4 


0 


94 


0 


142 


OUENS -WHITNEY ELEMENTARY #6 


55 


1.2 


0.6 


0.1 


0.4 


48 


32 


554 


111 


CftOUN KING ELEMENTARY #41 


11 


0.3 


0.0 


0.2 


0.0 


34 


34 


54 


54 


MAINE CONSOL. ELEMENTARY #10 


75 


1.5 


0.5 


1.0 


0.3 


50 


38 


75 


57 


SLUE ELEMENTARY #22 


9 


0.6 


0.0 


0.4 


0.0 


15 


15 


22 


22 


SAN FERNANDO ELEMENTARY #35 


12 


0.3 


0.0 


0.2 


0.0 


40 


40 


61 


61 


EAGLE ELEMENTARY #45 


13 


0.6 


0.0 


0.4 


0.0 


22 


22 


32 


32 


SONOITA ELEMENTARY #25 


67 


0.6 


0.7 


0.4 


0.5 


112 


51 


169 


77 


LITTLE FIELD ELEMENTARY #9 


90 


0.6 


0.6 


0.4 


0.4 


150 


75 


225 


112 



<1) All chita is for fiscal yaar 1989-90. All fifuraa art roundad. 
(2) Avaraga Daily Attandanca 

Sourca: Coapilad from data providad by tha Arizona Dapartaant of Education. 
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SERVICES PROVIDED BY EDUCAT ION SERVICE AGENCIES 

Individual Education Service Agencies (ESAs) in and among states provide the 
following services to different degrees, but may not provide all services 
listed. 

Accounting - ESAs provide accountants for districts as an alternative to 
districts hiring accountants or purchasing time from an auditing firm. ESAs 
may also advise school districts in establishing and maintaining business 
office pol icies and procedures, apportioning state funds, and audi ting 
records. 

Adult Education - ESAs assist in the development, implementation, evaluation, 
and modification of adult education programs, and facilitate regional 
planning and cooperation among member districts, higher education, public and 
private agencies, and business. 

Alternative School - ESAs run alternative schools for students unable to 
succeed or function in regular education classrooms. 

Claims Tracking - ESAs obtain parental consent to bill private insurance 
and/or Medicaid for special education services (e.g., physical, occupational, 
and speech therapy; and audiology). ESAs retain a small portion of the money 
for administrative costs and forward the remainder to schools. 

Cooperative Purchasing - ESAs provide volume purchasing of audio-visual and 
compu t e r equ i pmen t ; c I ass room , o f f i ce , and j an i t o r i a I supp lies, 
transportation, furniture, and athletic equipment; lumber; and food. ESAs 
maintain warehouses and offer items throughout the year, or provide only 
cooperative bidding services, and purchase items that are delivered directly 
to the individual schools. Some ESAs provide a combination of the two 
services depending on the item purchased. 
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Coordination - ESA coo rd i na to rs p rov i de t echn i ca I ass i stance to schoo I 
personnel regarding the needs of handicapped children. 

Curriculum - ESAs ass i s t schoo I districts in the deve I opmen t and 
implementation of curriculum to meet state requirements and student needs, 
including assistance in textbook selection, conducting a textbook fair, or 
coordinating various educational contests. 

Data Processing - ESAs maintain a mainframe computer that school districts 
can access directly through terminals or use only periodically to compile or 
forward reports. ESA computer services may incorporate financial management 
(bookkeeping, report generation), personnel/payrol I management (generating 
payroll and tax reports or storing and reporting personnel information), 
student management (class scheduling; recording attendance and test scores; 
special education reporting; and maintaining demographic/census, health, and 
transportation records), or other types of management. 

Day Care - ESAs offer childcare centers, which are also used by area 
businesses. Some ESAs also offer a telephone database to provide families 
with information on licensed childcare homes and centers by area. 

Deaf and Blind Education - State departments of education provide schools for 
the deaf and blind. Some states have been able to^set up additional schools 
or otherwise provide more regionalized services for deaf and blind students, 
allowing students to acquire needed skills without having to leave their 
hometowns. 

Pi rect Services - ESA speech c I i n i c i ans , phys i ca I and occupat i ona I 
therapists, social workers, audiologists, teachers for the hearing or 
visually impaired, and psychologists work directly with students. Some ESAs 
maintain vans that travel among school districts and are fully equipped for 
certain types of services (e.g., audiometric vans). They also serve at-risk 
students. 

Distance Learning - ESAs prov i de pi ann i ng ass i stance (e.g., techn i ca I 

ass i s tance , po I i cy ana I ys i s , and adm i n i s t ra t i ve suppo r t ) in deve I op i ng 
distance learning programs. 
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Earlv Childhood Education - ESAs offer hearing and vision screening and 
developmental programs for preschool children. They also serve at-risk 
preschool chi Idren. 

Equipment Repair - ESA technicians provide low-cost repair and maintenance 
for audio-visual equipment, computers, printers, and typewriters. They also 
offer annual maintenance contracts for certain types of equipment, typically 
typewriters and computers. Additionally, they offer school district 
personnel training in areas such as heating/cooling equipment monitoring or 
testing. 

Food Services - ESAs operate a centralized kitchen, cooperatively purchase 
food, compile food service reports, and provide training and technical 
assistance in nutrition. 

Gifted and Talented - ESAs provide various levels of technical assistance for. 
gifted and talented students, including conducting needs assessment, 
establishing programs, and coordinating workshops. 

Grant Program Management - ESAs apply for Federal and State grants for 
schools, process grant paperwork such as completion reports, and provide 
on-site and regional training and budgetary assistance in Federal and State 
grants management. This service also includes business/education 
partnerships in which ESAs help open doors to businesses and obtain grants 
and scholarships for students and teachers. 

Health and Safety Management - ESA consultants provide technical assistance 
and compliance guidance in asbestos, lead and radon removal; employee 
right-to-know rules; underground fuel tanks; and other environmental safety 
issues as they arise. The service also includes the employment of or 
cont ract i ng w i th techn i c i ans to per form i nspect i ons , remove asbestos , o r 
conduct other types of activities. In addition, ESAc provide instructors to 
teach safety education programs, such as farm or traffic safety, directly to 
students. 
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insurance Pools - ESAs operate group health, life, property, and liability 
insurance pools. These pools may be used to acquire economies of scale in 
obtaining third-party coverage, for se I f- insurance purposes, or for a 
combination of se I f- insurance and third-party stop-loss coverage. 

Liaison - ESAs maintain close contact with and serve as a liaison in 
relations among school districts and the state department of education, the 
legislature, private schools, higher education, and other state organizations 
and agencies as well as private enterprise. 

Media Center - ESAs maintain media centers with library, print shop, or 
software duplication services as noted below. 

Media Library - ESAs maintain libraries of videotapes, videodisks, 16mm 
films, slides, loop films, cassette fiimstrips, computer programs, and a 
variety of media equipment, including CAD/CAM equipment and CD-ROM 
players, which schools may borrow or rent for classroom use. Additional 
med i a i terns o r programs may i nc I ude i nst ruct i ona I kits, robots , CPR 
training, delivery or pick-up services, and materials specifically 
designed for special education. 

Print Shop - ESAs maintain equipment to provide schools with customized 
reports, multipart forms, newsletters, stationery, brochures, and 
booklets* ESAs may offer page and graphic layout services to schools, or 
schools may send print-ready copy to an ESA print shop. Folding, 
collating, stapling, and low-cost copy services are also available. 

Software Pup I i cat ion - ESAs provide duplication rights to software 
programs enabling school districts to copy programs. 

Mobile Learning Centers - ESAs provide mobile units such as a planetarium or 
a classroom equipped with the latest health care technology. 

Research and Planning - ESAs aid administrators and teachers in monitoring, 
co 1 1 ect i ng , and ana I yz i ng i n f o rmat i on abou t i ssues and t rends t mpac t i ng 
education, including conducting specific studies or research for schools. 

Services to the State - ESAs provide services to the state department of 
education or its equivalent. These services include many of those listed in 
this appendix, in addition to collecting, editing, and transmitting data; 
issuing temporary teaching permits; and monitoring school accreditation. 



Shared Staff - ESAs employ staff whose time is sold to or shared by member 
districts. Shared staff include nurses, counselors, psychologists, teachers, 
lawyers, and administrators, who may be shared through mobi le learning 
centers, distance learning technology, or through travel among schools. 

Special Prog rains - ESAs assist schools in providing educational programs for 
regular students or employ instructors to do the actual teaching. Special 
programs include driver education, drug abuse and AIDS prevention, and 
healthy living. These programs may be funded by Federal, state, or private 
grants. 

Staff De velopment - ESAs plan, coordinate, and administer various inservice 
training workshops, seminars, conferences, and forums covering basic skills, 
regular and special education, and continuing professional education for 
teachers, office staff, or support staff (Le., bus drivers, maintenance 
personnel, and food service workers). ESAs also maintain continuing 
education records for certified staff and a collection of professional 
development material to be shared among school districts. 

State Req uirements - ESAs assist school districts in establishing systems, 
pol icies, and procedures to comply with statutory, state department of 
education, and audit requirements. ESAs also assist school districts in 
preparing, validating, and disseminating state-required reports. 

Teacher Applicant Pool - ESAs maintain teacher applications, transcripts, 
placement files, certificates, and resumes. Applicant information, such as 
personal data, education, teaching experience, references, and subject/level 
qualifications, is entered into a centralized computer system that can be 
accessed by districts. 

Technology - ESAs p rov i de I eade rsh i p in deve I op i ng and impl emen t i ng 
technology for classroom instruction, staff development, and school 
management . 
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Test Bank - ESAs maintain a test bank designed to help educators build 
criterion-referenced tests. Test bank services also include local scoring 
for standardized tests, inservice on test interpretation, and coordinated 
sharing of test booklets. 

Training - ESAs provide assistance, training, and consultation for teachers 
and district administrators on the integration of technology into the 
c I ass room . T ra i n i ng se r v i ces i nc I ude ope rat i ng a p r ev i ew cen te r f o r 
reviewing hardware and software, and assistance wi th speci f ic computer 
systems and programs. 

Transportation - ESAs employ transportation coordinators to assist districts 
in establishing bus routes, interpreting and applying Federal and state 
regulations, maintaining equipment, training drivers, vehicle inspecting, 
financing, and developing or using computerized bus routing systems. 

Unemo lovment Compensat i on - ESAs process claims, receive and disburse funds, 
provide training in unemployment compensation, and may manage an unemployment 
compensation trust. 

Vocational Education - ESAs provide assistance related to vocational 
educat i on , such as i nse rv i ce t ra i n i ng , summe r wo rkshops , deve I op i ng/ 
eva I uat i ng c red i t cou rses , deve I op i ng and ma i nta i n i ng med i a I i b rary 
collections, and consulting services. 

Workers 1 Compensation - ESAs process claims, receive and disburse funds, and 
provide training in workers 1 compensation. 



APPENDIX G 

EXAMPLE STRUCTURES OF EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCIES 

COLORADO 

Colorado's Boards of Cooperative Services (BOCES) system is one of the least 
regulated Education Service Agency (ESA) systems that we encountered. During 
the 1960s, Colorado made four basic changes in the structure of its school 
system and the method by wh i ch d i st r i cts rece i ve var i ous se rv i ces . These 
changes included consolidating 1,034 school districts into 181, expanding all 
school districts to include grades K-12, eliminating the office of county 
school superintendent, and passing the Boards of Cooperative Services Act of 
1965. 

Formation - The BOCES Act enables two or more districts to cooperate in 
furnishing services authorized by law, if cooperation appears desirable. 

Governance - BOCES members determine the size of their respective governing 
boards, after meeting the statutory requirement that each board must include 
no !©ss than five members and at least one member from each participating 
district. BOCES have also established advisory councils consisting of 
administrators from each participating school district. 

Services and Clientele - BOCES are not required to provide any particular 
service. Member districts determine the services to be provided by 
requesting and paying for them. Although some BOCES contract to provide 
services to other state and local educational agencies that are not member 
districts, the main purpose of BOCES is to provide services to their member 
school districts. 

Membership - Alt hough Co I o rado I aw a I lows for a fluid membe rsh i p , in 
actuality membership has been steady. Districts may join or withdraw from 
BOCES with relative ease. BOCES agreements may be amended to admit one or 
more additfonal districts, community and technical colleges, junior colleges, 
or state-supported universities. It also appears that districts are free to 
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join other BOCES or to join more than one BOCES, although it is believed that 
this has not happened. Most BOCES member districts have small enrollments; 
however, 29 member districts have enrollments between 1,500 and 10,000 
students, and six districts have enrollments over 10,000 students. 

Fund i no - Colorado law limits the number of BOCES eligible for state funds to 
17. Additionally, each BOCES must meet three legal criteria to be eligible 
for state funds. The BOCES must serve districts with a combined total 
enrollment of at least 4,000 students; they must serve districts in two or 
more counties; and they must serve districts with a combined total valuation 
for assessment of 'at least $60 million, or with a combined total area of at 
least 4,000 square miles. Each of the 17 BOCES meeting these requirements 
receives $10,000 annually from the state, and is eligible to receive 
additional state grants, if they are available. BOCES also receive Federal 
and private grants; however, the majority of funding comes from participating 
districts. 

Colorado's form of an ESA has been successful. Between 1966 and 1977, 17 
BOCES were formed to serve 159 of Colorado's 176 school districts, as well as 
member colleges and universities. 

WASHINGTON 

Like Colorado, Washington also consolidated school districts, eliminated the 
office of county school superintendent, and established Educational Service 
Districts (ESDs), starting in the 1960s. Washington's ESDs represent a 
typical system, which is a combination of the various approaches discussed in 
Chapter 6. 

Formation - The Washington State Board of Education was granted the 
authority to determine the number and boundaries of ESDs. At the present 
time, there are nine ESDs in Washington, but there have been as many as 14. 

Governance - As prescribed by law, each ESD is governed by a board of seven 
or nine members, each representing a subdivision of an ESD region called a 



director district. Director districts are necessary because of the large 
number of local school districts in each ESD. The governing boards of local 
districts elect a representative from their respective director district to 
serve on the ESD board. 

ESDs also have advisory boards and committees consisting of the 
superintendents from each member school district. The advisory board may be 
responsible for approving budgets, forming cooperative services, as well as 
offering counsel on services, programming, and problem solving. The 
superintendent of public instruction approves and monitors ESD budgets. 

Services and CI ientele - ESDs are required by law to provide certain services 
called "core" services to school districts, and to assist the Washington 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the State Board of Education 
in the performance of their respective duties. Core services are provided in 
the areas of administration, finance, curriculum development, and 
certification, and include advising school districts on establishing and 
maintaining business office policies and procedures; assisting districts in 
preparing, validating, and disseminating reports and data required by the 
state board of education/superintendent of public instruction; providing 
budgetary and technical assistance; and assisting in grant application. In 
addition, ESDs are authorized to develop and operate other cooperative 
programs that local districts want. 

Membership - Public schools are required to be members of their regional ESD 
and use the core services it provides. The use of other cooperative services 
is voluntary. In addition to serving public school districts, ESDs may also 
provide services to and work in conjunction with private schools, community 
colleges and universities, the state schools for the deaf and blind, and 
other community service agencies. 

Funding - ESDs receive appropriations from the legislature to fund the 
required core services they provide, based on a core services funding 
formula. The appropriated amount received by each ESD is substantial ly 
larger than that received by BOCES in Colorado; however, the amount is only 
5-10 percent of each ESD f s total budget. This appropriation is a stable 
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source of revenue for ESDs and has provided the basic foundation from which 
they have been able to expand the services they provide. ESDs also receive 
grants from the Federal and state governments. However, the main source of 
funding for ESDs is user charges from member school districts for the noncore 
cooperative services they use. 

Washington's structure has also been successful, and its ESDs have become an 
integral part of the state's educational system. They have demonstrated an 
ability to provide cost-effective services to both local school districts and 
the state t and have been instrumental in the expansion of services offered to 
schools statewide. 
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